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E XECUTIVE S UMMARY
The City of Chicopee desires to pursue a sustainable vision of economic development
and revitalization by creating open space, recreation, and food accessibility destinations.
Chicopee’s former industrial past has severed the city from the Chicopee and Connecticut
Rivers, and left vacant Brownfields sites scattered across the City. This studio project examines
three parcels to further Chicopee’s vision of connecting the downtown to attractions in the
neighboring village of Chicopee Falls. A once booming cultural and industrial area, the Chicopee
Falls neighborhood has high rates of low-income, youth, and aging populations surrounded by
contaminated sites with little access to recreational facilities and food.
The PEACE Planners, has examined three properties that will address Chicopee’s vision
of sustainable economic revitalization. These properties are the Baskin Property, RiverMills
South, and Delta Park. The backbone for these three properties is the Chicopee RiverWalk,
which is a multi-use trail that is currently under construction and will connection to a regional
trail network from Longmeadow, MA to Holyoke, MA. This studio project by PEACE Planners
presents recommendations for the three project sites of Baskin Property, RiverMills South, and
Delta Park.

B ACKGROUND
Chicopee, like many Massachusetts cities, has roots in an industrial past. During the late
19th century, Chicopee grew rapidly until the Great Depression and the subsequent closure of
many factories. As a major rubber supplier during WWII, Chicopee regained its manufacturing
base. Due to the expansion of the Westover Air Reserve Base, Chicopee’s factory production
steadily climbed until the mid-1970s. When the Uniroyal Tire Company downsized in the 1970s
and finally closed in 1980, Chicopee’s jobs and population declined. During the period of rapid
industrialization of the 19th and early 20th century, Chicopee attracted Polish, Irish, and French
Canadian immigrants. These groups still comprise the majority of the population. However, and
in the last two decades, Chicopee has seen an increase in Hispanic and Latino residents.
Despite Chicopee’s ideal location at the confluence of the Chicopee and Connecticut
Rivers, residents of the City have no access to either river. In addition, post-industrial economic
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decline has resulted in a lack of grocery stores in the Village of Chicopee Falls. At present, the
larger grocery stores (e.g., WalMart) are located on the auto-centric Memorial Drive.

B ASKIN P ROPERTY : F OOD A CCESS
Baskin Property is a 4.6-acre site with a vacant two story 11,000 square foot brick
warehouse. The warehouse is located above the Chicopee River, but has limited river access due
to a flood control levee and a steep slope. Baskin Property is located in the Village of Chicopee
Falls, across from low-income housing, and south of the Chicopee Senior Center. In addition, the
Village of Chicopee Falls suffers from food insecurity and accessibility.
The goal is to develop the Baskin Property into either a restaurant incubator, maker
space, regional food market, and/or permanent farmer’s market facility. The vision calls for this
Site to be a destination along the Chicopee River as part of the greater Connecticut River Walk
and Bikeway that extends from Holyoke, MA to Agawam, MA. Based on site visits and a
stakeholder meeting, PEACE Planners recommend that warehouse on Baskin Property be used
as a restaurant brewery, food incubator, or to support local food trucks. The space around the
warehouse could be utilized as a permanent farmer’s market or community garden.
PEACE Planners suggest developing stronger connections to existing groups in Chicopee
and the region that are trying to promote local food to help make food more accessible and
affordable to residents in Chicopee. Establishing a food hub at the Baskin Property would not
only have immediate benefits to Chicopee residents, but could also create a new food driven
economy in Chicopee.

R IVER M ILLS S OUTH : A CTIVE R ECREATION
RiverMills South, formerly the Uniroyal Complex, is a 28-acre city owned property,. Its
crumbling factory buildings are being demolished and the Site is undergoing Brownfields
remediation. Located adjacent to the Chicopee River, the future Connecticut River Walk and
Bikeway will pass through the property. Due to high demand and lack of recreation space, only
one in eight Chicopee children have regular access of recreation space. In a survey conducted by
Chicopee’s planning department, surveyors asked residents “Is Chicopee adequately served by
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active recreation space?” Sixty-one percent (61%) of respondents answered “No” (City of
Chicopee Planning Department, 2015b).
The goal for RiverMills South is to develop three scenarios for an indoor/outdoor active
recreational facility that will address the Chicopee’s need for an active recreation facility. To
accomplish this development, PEACE Planners have conceptualized a strategic process for
Chicopee to follow. The first step is organizing a committee to identify the need by listing the
facility’s proposed amenities (i.e., basketball courts, concession stands, locker rooms, etc.). The
second step is identifying the cost for the proposed amenities. If the projected costs outweigh
available funding, then the committee must return to step one and prioritize the facility’s
amenities. After Chicopee has prioritized the amenities, then the third step is for Chicopee to
determine which scenario to adopt (e.g., public only, private only, public/private partnership).
The factories at RiverMills South once drove Chicopee’s economy, but now stand as
vacant spaces . The vision for RiverMills South is to not only eliminate the negative feelings
associated with the location, but to have it serve the community once again. By creating an active
recreational facility at RiverMills South, the site would not only alleviate Chicopee’s already
overburdened facilities, but could potentially create a regional attraction.

D ELTA P ARK : P ASSIVE R ECREATION
Delta Park is a vacant 24-acre site at the confluence of the Connecticut and Chicopee
Rivers, making it prone to flooding. Most residents do not know it exists as the I-391 highway
and an active rail line separated the park from the City. The entrance is also too small for large
vehicles, creating an accessibility issue. Delta Park is also located near low-income
neighborhoods with vacant factories such as the Lyman Mill, which will be converted to artist
lofts. The Park has no parking and Chicopee hopes to solve this issue in partnership with the
Lyman Mill’s developer.
The goal for Delta Park is to develop the site as a passive recreational public park that
serves as a waterfront destination and connects to local and multi-use trails. PEACE Planners
recommend implementation of the Conway School’s final design for Delta Park. The design
accounts for flooding and connects the park to downtown Chicopee. The design has three phases,
which can be funded separately. PEACE Planners have identified the following funds for
implementation: Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds, Community Development Block
3

Grant funds (CDBG), and public and private partnerships. Lastly, Chicopee should include an
engaging public participation campaign to increase awareness of this project.
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H OW TO READ THIS REPORT
The Peace Planners are six masters candidates at UMass Amherst’s Department of
Landscape and Regional Planning. The report was produced in conjuction with the required
Regional Planning Studio course.
The report is divided into three main sections for Baskin Property, RiverMills South and
Delta Park. The three sections represent the independent findings and recommendations for the
three unique project sites within the focus area of Chicopee Falls and Chicopee Center. Each
project site section contains a respective subsection for vision, objectives, existing conditions,
data gathering, and recommendations. Following the three sections, a Final Conclusions section
provides a collective vision for our studio project as a whole.
In this report, we refer to ourselves as either Peace Planners or the Studio Team. In the
Baskin Property section, the reference to stakeholder refers to an informal group of persons who
attended our November community engagement workshop. All photographs included in this
report were taken by PEACE Planners unless otherwise noted. Lastly, this report and its attention
to the Baskin Property, River Mills South, and the Delta Park is intended to form a planning
foundation for the City of Chicopee.
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I NTRODUCTION
Chicopee was initially settled as a small agrarian “frontier” town until industrialization in
the 19 century caused a rapid increase in population reaching 44,000 people in the early 1930s.
th

It dipped about the time Fisk Rubber Company went into receivership in 1931. The Uniroyal
Tire Company then purchased Fisk in the 1940s, and the factory became a booming business
once more due to the war effort. This, along with Westover Air Reserve Base located in
Chicopee during World War II, caused the population to rise again until the 1970s where it
peaked at approximately 66,000 people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015).
Many New England cities experienced population fluctuations similar to Chicopee over
the years. Chicopee had a prominent industrial base until the 1970s, when factories began to
close and people began to lose their jobs. Chicopee felt the effects of closing factories in the
1970s when their population decreased to approximately 56,000 people where it has since
remained. Chicopee’s median household income is currently at approximately $46,708 and is
30.1% lower than the Commonwealth’s average of approximately $66,866. The demographics of
Chicopee are predominantly white at approximately 79.3% and comprises of Polish, French
Canadian, and Irish ethnicities. The next largest racial group is of Hispanic or Latino origin and
is the fastest growing population, having grown from 3.6% in 1990 to 16.7 percent in 2014.
Chicopee has 16 percent of people over 65 years and 20.7% under 18 years, which is similar to
the State of Massachusetts (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015).
Much of Chicopee today has existing remnants of its industrial past, and in particular, the
City would like to improve three properties. The three properties are Baskin Property, RiverMills
South, and Delta Park. To pinpoint the desires of Chicopee residents and better understand what
their needs, the City produced a Open Space and Recreation Plan, which included a community
engagement component. PEACE Planners also held a Community Engagement workshop to
explore the public vision(s) for these sites. PEACE Planners found that Chicopee’s directives and
the public desires align.
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According to the Open Space and Recreation Plan, Chicopee residents lack access to
food and connection to the Connecticut and Chicopee Rivers. According to PolicyMap, 1 much of
0F

Chicopee is a food desert. 2 Chicopee’s residents desire more fresh food availability and
.F

destination food venues, such as restaurants. Residents were particularly interested in adding
these amenities in the downtown. Most of Chicopee’s major grocers and restaurants are located
on Memorial Drive, which is a commercial zone dedicated to large supermarkets, discount
stores, and formula restaurants. The City of Chicopee would like to investigate using Baskin
Property as a food source location to resolve food security issues in the Chicopee Falls region.
The Open Space and Recreation Plan also identifies a need for more open space
dedicated to activities for active and passive recreation. The Superintendent of Chicopee’s Parks
and Recreation Department, Ms. Carolyn Porter, reported that the few sports fields in Chicopee
are commonly overbooked and inadequate for the desired uses (C. Porter, personal
communication, October 9, 2015). Ms. Porter further explained that many sports teams,
including the high school teams, must leave the City and go as far as an hour away just to
practice. Other residents are looking for path connectivity for walking and biking, or dog parks,
which Chicopee lacks. From these desires, Chicopee is envisioning a passive recreation space at
Delta Park and an active recreation space at RiverMills South.
The client directives are to create a vision plan that advance the idea of redeveloping
Baskin Property, RiverMills South, and Delta Park into usable spaces for the public. Regarding
Baskin Property, the Studio Team advances a vision of food security in a form that is most
suitable and accessible for the community. Then regarding Delta Park, Studio Team advances a
vision plan in place for walking paths, dog parks, picnic areas and more. Lastly, regarding
RiverMills South, the Studio Team assesses how to build an active recreation hub that will meet
the needs of the community. PEACE Planners will also be looking at connecting these Sites to
the current Chicopee RiverWalk, as well as the stakeholders and funding needed to bring these
projects from start to finish.

1
2

Web-based Geographic Information System (GIS), see http://www.policymap.com/
Food deserts are defined as urban neighborhoods and rural towns without ready access to fresh, healthy, and affordable food.
See https://apps.ams.usda.gov/fooddeserts/fooddeserts.aspx
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C LIENT D IRECTIVES

Figure 1: Overall Client Directive Map

Figure 1 is an overall map of the three project site locations in this report. The following three sections will discuss in further
detail the findings and recommendations for each of the three sites.
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B ASKIN P ROPERTY

Figure 2: Location map of Baskin Property
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VISION
The Baskin Property is a 4.6-acre land parcel and includes a two-story brick warehouse
building of approximately 11,000 square feet. The City of Chicopee has identified the Baskin
Property as a location for development into either a restaurant incubator, maker space, regional
food market, or permanent farmer’s market facility. The vision is for this site is to become a food
destination along the Chicopee RiverWalk, which is currently under construction. The Chicopee
RiverWalk was planned by the City as part of the Chicopee Bikepath and Walkway Conceptual
Plan (BETA Group Inc., 2013) to reconnect the neighborhood of Chicopee Falls and Chicopee
Center to the Chicopee River.

OBJECTIVES
The Planning Director has outlined the following objectives for guiding PEACE
Planners’ recommendations for the adaptive reuse of the Baskin Property. The recommendations
should:
1. Allow for and support local entrepreneurial food-related endeavors,
2. Provide a venue for the marketing and sale of local/regional fresh food and food products
that Chicopee residents do not have access to within the City’s boundaries, and
3. Evolve the property into a destination along the Chicopee River and Chicopee
RiverWalk, attractive to all generations, that reactivates property that has been vacant for
over 30 years.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Figure 3: Baskin Property

The Baskin Property is on the eastern bank of the Chicopee River in the Chicopee Falls
neighborhood (Figure 3). The Site is approximately 4.6-acres of land that stores granite stones
and other salvaged demolition material (Figure 5). The City plans to recycle the stones in the
construction of the Chicopee RiverWalk, along with fill that the city intends to sell to other
municipalities. The City of Chicopee completed a Brownfields3 remediation of this Site, which
2F

included the removal of buildings and other structures that were not structurally sound.
Building six, which was the original Facemate Complex, was demolished in 2010. This
left a large grade difference between five and 15 feet from the end of the current parking area
where the demolition material is stored to the flood control levee (Figure 5), which was found in
3

A Brownfield is real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or potential
presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant (US EPA, 2015).
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the RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan. The Planning Director suggested adding fill
between the end of this parking area and the levee to make the slope more gradual. This will
improve the visual impact of the uses relative to the proposed redevelopment. Their are no
mapped Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, rare species habitat, Interim Wellhead
Protection Areas, or Zone II Aquifers are located within the study area (Vanasse Hangen
Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 2).

Figure 4: Baskin Property gradients
(Source: RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan Memorandum 1 Figure 3, adapted by PEACE Planners)
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Figure 5: Granite stones at back of Baskin Property
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Figure 6: Slope leading up to West side of Baskin Property

The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey Map
for Hampden County (1978, p. 18), shows the Property located within Urban Land 4 and Urban
3F

Land-Hinckley-Windsor 5 soils. Soils in UK have a Hydrologic Soil Group ‘A.’ Soils in UK are
4F

deep and excessively well-drained while the permeability is very rapid. Soils in soil type Ub
4 Urban Land is characterized by nearly level to gently sloping, well drained and moderately drained soils on flood plains. Urban
development precludes the use of Urban land for other purposes (United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation,
1978).
5 Urban Land –Hinckley-Windsor is Urban land and nearly level to moderately sloping, excessively drained soils on glacial
terraces. Urban development precludes the use of Urban land for other purposes. The main limitation for farm use is
droughtiness. Nonfarm uses are limited by coarse texture and rapid or very rapid permeability (United States Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation, 1978).
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areas are varied since urban works have altered it. These designations imply that the natural soil
conditions on the property have been significantly disturbed by historical industrial use and that
the characteristics of the naturally occurring surface soils are no longer relevant to the Property.
Baskin Property is zoned Industrial in Memorandum 1 of RiverMills Visions for
Redevelopment Plan (Vanasse Hangen Brustlin Inc., 2001). It is also located within the Mill
Conversion and Commercial Center Overlay District. Adjacent properties to the East of the
Property are zoned Residence B, Residence C, and Commercial A. Allowed uses of the
Industrial Zone include industrial uses and any use allowed as permitted use in Business A or B
Districts. Exercising the Mill Conversion and Commercial Center Overlay District regulations
are subject to a special permit from the City Council in accordance with Chicopee City Code
§§275-9 through 275-13, and the additional submissions requirements described in this section.
TRANSPORTATION
There is poor pedestrian access along most of the roadways adjacent to Baskin Property.
Many of the intersections do not have crosswalks, wheelchair ramps or pedestrian crossings
(Figure 7). Two intersections that are high-crash risks are in process of being improved (Vanasse
Hangen Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 1, pp. 19-24).
The Pioneer Valley Transit Authority (PVTA) provides transit services throughout the
region including the Front Street, Grove Street, and Main Street corridor (Figure 8). Service is
limited to a single route (Green 1/G1). This provides service between Big Y in Chicopee and the
Allen Cooley Shopping plaza in Springfield. The hour of operation is 6:00AM to 10:00PM, with
20-minute intervals on weekdays and 6:00AM to 9:30PM and 30-minute intervals on weekends.
There is a two-bag limit for passengers on these routes (PVTA, 2014). On-demand stops include:


Main Street, just East of Grove Street;



Grove street, just South of Court Street;



Grove Street, just North of Oak Street; and



Grove Street, just North of Front Street.
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Figure 7: Sidewalk Gap Map
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Figure 8: Bus stops/routes near Baskin Property
(Source: RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan, Memorandum 1)
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SITE INFRASTRUCTURE
This section describes the existing and proposed infrastructure for Baskin Property as
outlined in the RiverMills Visions for Development Plan Memorandum 1 (pp. 25-28): The City
of Chicopee Department of Public Works is the public entity responsible for sewer infrastructure
within the City. The design flow of the Chicopee Waste Water Treatment Plant is 15.5 MGD.
The City of Chicopee Water Department maintains the infrastructure at this property. The water
supply comes from the Quabbin Reservoir and has some of the highest water pressure in the city
at 120-150 psi. Chicopee Electric Light maintains infrastructure within the roadway and
Northeast Utilities maintain infrastructure within the property. Baystate Gas maintains
infrastructure surrounding the Site. There is a 4-inch gas main located along the front of the
Property along West Main Street.
WAREHOUSE
The warehouse on the Property is a two-story brick masonry structure with a slate roof. It
is 146 feet by 38 feet making a total of approximately 11,000 square feet of floor space. The
interior is largely open with a concrete slab on grade, heavy timber floor and roof framing and
timber columns. The roof has a high pitch, with heavy timbers trusses that span the width of the
building (BETA Group Inc., 2010).
According to Phase 2 Building Assessment: Uniroyal/Facemate Building Complex, the
main structural supports of this building are the interior and exterior masonry bearing walls,
timber floor beams, timber columns, and solid timber trusses. Steel tie rods are recessed into the
top of the floor beams at their ends. All floors are supported with steel columns mid-span. This
building has been abandoned for ten years, but has not deteriorated to the point where it must be
demolished (BETA Group Inc., 2010).
The wood floor joists do not require replacement; yet, approximately 50 percent of the
wood flooring system on the second floor will need to be replaced. The masonry walls, are in
poor condition, with up to 75 percent of the structure needing repointing and/or repair. Some
sections of the brick have clearly been replaced and there are sections of brick in need of
replacement. Because the walls are the primary means of vertical and lateral loading, it is
important that these walls are repaired. Both end walls will need to be further stabilized with
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steel rods. Connection of trusses to walls, drip cap extensions and removal of vegetation are also
recommended (BETA Group Inc., 2010).
The Asbestos and Hazardous Materials Report concluded that "there were no asbestoscontaining materials, lead based paint or building materials that would be considered suspect to
containing Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) discovered during the assessment of building
materials within the warehouse. Thus, the majority of the work that will need to be completed for
the warehouse structure should be considered repairs and not subject to the requirements for a
new building (BETA Group Inc., 2010). Therefore, there are no pre-renovation or demolition
abatement requirements, other than removing the inventoried hazardous materials noted…”
(Tighe & Bond Inc., 2015, p. 3)
PEACE Planners conducted a site visit on October 9th. Access to the property was
granted from a service road adjacent to the flood control levee. A path led up the slope to the
back of the warehouse (Figure 6). This service road will eventually be incorporated into the
proposed RiverWalk during Phase III. Phase I is complete with the new construction of the
Chicopee Senior Center and the City is currently working towards Phase II. The Studio Team
was unable to tour the interior of the structure due to liability reasons, but was able to observe
exterior features (L. Pouliot, personal communication, October 9, 2015).
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Figure 9: Levee separating East bank of Chicopee River from Baskin Property

While surveying the Baskin Property, the Studio Team observed loading docks, entries,
windows, and garage doors of the current structure (Figure 10). From the initial assessment, the
Studio Team learned additional information on the types of reinforcement and structural repairs
that are needed to make the building usable for the public, since a majority of the brick would
need to be re-pointed (Figure 11). After reading the Phase 2 Building Assessment:
Uniroyal/Facemate Building Complex, at least 50 percent of the tongue and groove flooring on
the 2nd floor would need to be replaced (BETA Group Inc., 2010, p. 6).
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Figure 10: Loading dock on South side of warehouse on Baskin Property

Figure 11: Visible molding needing repointing and reinforcement on warehouse
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LYNCH ANALYSIS

Figure 12: Baskin Property Lynch Map
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To understand the context of Baskin Property in relation to its surroundings, PEACE
Planners created a map based on Kevin Lynch’s analysis (Figure 12) of paths, districts, nodes,
edges, and landmarks, as defined below.
Districts are the medium-to-large sections of the city, conceived of as having twodimensional extent, which the observer mentally enters “inside of”(Lynch, 1960, p. 47). In this
Lynch analysis, PEACE Planners identified Chicopee Falls as a district in which Baskin Property
is located and residents use to identify where they are located within the greater context of
Chicopee, which is shaded in green.
Paths are the channels along which the observer customarily, occasionally, or potentially
moves. They may be streets, walkways, transit lines, canals, railroads (Lynch, 1960, p. 47). The
Studio Team has identified the existing streets in Chicopee Falls, along with the proposed
RiverWalk as paths, which are currently used despite being unfinished. Paths on the streets are
represented by the brown lines and the proposed RiverWalk is outlined by the dotted green line.
Nodes are points or strategic spots in a city into which an observer can enter, and which
is the intensive foci to and from where he/she is traveling (Lynch, 1960, p. 47-48). Surrounding
nodes are four bus stops that are part of the Green 1/G1 and X90 PVTA routes, which extend
from grocery stores on Memorial Drive to downtown Chicopee Center. These stops are 0.3 miles
walking distance from the Baskin Property, and are distinguished by yellow triangles.
Edges are perceived boundaries. They can either be hard, definite, and precise locations
or soft, uncertain areas in which most people testify their existence and appropriate location
(Lynch, 1960, p. 69). PEACE Planners identified the Chicopee River (in blue) as a soft edged
because it is an area that is not specific to one location, however creates the perceived notion that
you cannot go further.
Landmarks are readily identifiable objects which serve as external reference points.
Landmarks become more easily identifiable if they have a clear form, if they contrast with their
background, and if there is some prominence of spatial location (Lynch, 1960, p. 78-79).
Different landmarks (notated by stars) include the Chicopee Senior Center, Post Office, Falls
View Apartments, Uniroyal Tire Office Building, and finally the warehouse on Baskin Property.
Next to the post office are two restaurants that serve pizza and Chinese food along with Cana
Korean Restaurant by the Uniroyal Tire Office Building.
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FOOD INSECURITY IN CHICOPEE
Chicopee Falls includes census tracts 8107 and 8108. Both census tracts are eligible for
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) due to its higher rates of low-income residents
and poverty. With Policy Map, much of Chicopee is a "food desert," with Baskin’s census tract
8108 included. The data used came from a combination of Community Development Financial
Institutions (CDFI) Fund’s New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) program census tracts and Healthy
Food Financing Initiative (HFFI) Working Group. HFFI considers a food desert as:
“a low-income census tract where a substantial number or share of residents has
low access to a supermarket or large grocery store. To qualify as low- income,
census tracts must meet the Treasury Department’s NMTC program eligibility
criteria. 6 Furthermore, to qualify as a food desert tract, at least 33 percent of the
5F

tract’s population or a minimum of 500 people in the tract must have low access
to a supermarket or large grocery store” (Dutko, Ver Ploeg, & Farrigan, 2012).
The Studio Team read a peer-reviewed article that discussed the importance of a market
basket analysis study (Sadler, Gilliland, & Arku, 2013). It examined price and food availability
before and after the opening of two grocery stores in Flint, Michigan, which is a food desert. The
article suggested that investing grocery store development in low income neighborhoods could
have a multiplier effect on greater local spending throughout the community; this is completely
transferable to Chicopee Falls to the greater City (Sadler, Gilliland, & Arku, 2013). This research
served to initiate planning to conduct a market basket analysis for Chicopee in order to
understand its food security7 issues deeper. To get a more detailed understanding, the Studio
Team created a base map that relies on median household income from the 2010 Census (Figure
13), with an overlay of retail food stores (Figure 14). This map identified what kinds of stores to
survey in the market basket analysis, in order to determine availability of food items and their
prices at each store surveyed.

6

“NMTC Eligible Census tracts include those that have either (1) Median Family Income at or below 80% of Area Median
Income (AMI) in the period of 2006-2010 or (2) Poverty Rate of 20% or greater in the period of 2006-2010” (US Department
of the Treasury, 2012).
7
See Literature Review Part I.
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Figure 13: Block Map of Median Household Income in Chicopee
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MARKET BASKET ANALYSIS
Finally, the Studio Team conducted a market basket analysis8 of 24 stores in and
surrounding Chicopee to examine the deeper issues of food availability and pricing. The stores
were identified using Google Earth; however, five of the stores were either no longer in service
or were wholesale businesses. Two other stores were not open; thus, the averages reflect data
from 17 stores. The survey sampled an array of stores from largest to smallest, which were
selected based from the Community Food Security Assessment Toolkit (Cohen, 2002):
supermarkets, large grocery, small grocers, specialty, convenience, and grocery/gas
combinations. Eleven food items were identified through the Nutrition Environment Measures
Survey (Glanz, Sallis, Saelens, & Frank, 2007) specifically designed for Store Measures. We
added ten food items that are typically bought by families (but were not in the survey).

8

See Literature Review Food Systems and Food Deserts.
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Figure 14: Map of Store Locations
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When analyzing the results from the surveys, methods involved grouping the store types
into three larger categories (Table 1): Large Grocery/Supermarket (7 stores), Small
Grocery/Specialty Store (6 stores), and Convenience Store (4 stores), which included grocery/gas
combinations. Averages prices of units of food items found in the store type were calculated,
with standard deviation for accuracy measures. When reading the market basket summary table
(Table 1), it is important to understand the distinction between price per unit paid and price per
item paid; this study is based on price per unit. The Large Grocery/Supermarket category was
kept as the control group, in order to compare prices from other store varieties; this is shown by
the Supermarket Difference.
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Table 1: Complete market basket item list and summary
Sample Size
Item

Unit

Whole Milk
2% Milk
1% Milk
Nonfat Milk
Apples
Bananas
Oranges
Carrots
Tomatoes
Green peppers
90% Lean Ground Beef
80% Regular Ground Beef
98% Fat Free Hot Dog
Regular Hot Dog
Frozen Dinner - Lasagna
Frozen Dinner - Turkey
Frozen Dinner - Meatloaf
Baked Goods - Bagel
Baked Goods - Muffin
Beverage - Diet Soda
Beverage Soda
Beverage 100% Juice
Beverage Regular Juice
Bread- Whole wheat Bread
Bread- White Bread
Chips - Low fat <3g fat
Chips - Regular >3g fat
Cereal- <7g sugar
Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar
Coffee
Peanut Butter
Vegetable Oil
Sugar
Butter
Macaroni and Cheese
Ramen Noodles
Potatoes
Chicken Breast bone-in
Chicken Breast Boneless

Gal
Gal
Gal
Gal
lb
lb
pc
lb
lb
lb
lb
lb
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
pc
pc
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
oz
lb
lb
pc
pc
lb
lb
lb

Large Grocery/
Supermarket
7
Average Std.
Dev
$0.57
$4.95
$0.63
$5.10
$0.70
$5.03
$0.69
$4.77
$0.08
$1.45
$0.06
$0.52
$0.48
$1.79
$0.25
$0.98
$0.63
$2.25
$0.42
$1.87
$1.02
$5.53
$0.60
$4.32
$0.02
$0.36
$0.06
$0.20
$0.06
$0.34
$0.08
$0.36
$0.09
$0.37
$0.09
$0.46
$0.27
$1.33
$0.11
$0.11
$0.11
$0.10
$0.04
$0.06
$0.04
$0.05
$0.04
$0.17
$0.04
$0.15
$0.12
$0.44
$0.10
$0.34
$0.09
$0.27
$0.07
$0.29
$0.09
$0.39
$0.08
$0.19
$0.05
$0.10
$0.30
$0.83
$1.10
$4.24
$0.50
$1.16
$1.33
$0.99
$0.35
$1.10
$0.36
$2.61
$1.31
$3.88

Average Cost of Food Items $130.20

Small Grocery/ Specialty Store

Convenience Store

4
Average

6
Average

$4.89
$4.89
$3.89
$0.99
$0.69
$3.99
$0.97
$1.99
$1.35
$4.64
$4.29
$0.11
$0.31
$0.34
$0.34
$0.19
$0.06
$0.05
$0.05
$0.12
$0.12
$0.39
$0.34
$0.28
$0.35
$0.20
$0.18
$1.08
$3.49
$1.84
$1.05
$1.66
$3.40
$3.39

$138.63*

Std.
Dev
$0.42
$0.42
$1.83
$0.39
$0.49
$0.49
$0.99
$0.22
$0.01
$0.02
$0.00
$0.00
$0.26
$0.07
$0.02
$0.13
$0.14
$0.07
$0.58
$2.84
$2.26

Supermarket
Difference
-1.3%
-4.2%
-22.8%
-31.9%
31.6%
123.2%
-1.0%
-11.4%
-28.2%
-16.1%
-0.7%
-44.2%
-7.9%
-5.0%
-7.4%
80.5%
-39.3%
-9.5%
-0.8%
-25.8%
-15.2%
14.0%
24.4%
-3.0%
-9.2%
4.0%
81.6%
30.0%
-17.7%
59.2%
5.9%
51.1%
30.3%
-12.7%

$6.14
$5.98
$5.74
$5.98
$2.09
$2.72
$1.57
$0.24
$0.35
$0.27
$0.50
$1.36
$0.09
$0.09
$0.13
$0.14
$0.11
$0.11
$0.52
$0.41
$0.46
$0.35
$0.47
$0.28
$0.11
$1.23
$5.24
$1.99
$0.96
-

Std.
Dev
$1.07
$0.00
$0.33
$0.00
$0.54
$0.13
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.35
$0.01
$0.01
$0.04
$0.03
$0.01
$0.01
$0.16
$0.07
$0.14
$0.16
$0.08
$0.03
$0.03
$0.12
$0.35
$0.63
$0.26
-

Supermarket
Difference
24.0%
17.3%
14.1%
25.3%
43.9%
418.3%
-12.3%
15.0%
3.2%
-25.3%
9.4%
2.3%
-11.8%
-2.3%
113.6%
168.6%
-35.4%
-25.5%
18.9%
21.6%
68.3%
22.8%
21.8%
42.1%
9.9%
47.5%
23.6%
72.2%
-3.5%
-

$179.02*

*Estimated cost. Actual cost not available due to incomplete basket.
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The goal of this market basket analysis was to understand the average cost a person
would pay to fill an entire grocery basket with 21 food items, while simultaneously surveying
what types of food items are available to purchasers (and further, if they are healthy items).
Based on general knowledge and literature, the Studio Team hypothesized that convenience
stores would result in less available food products and also higher prices for the available food
items. Of the convenience stores surveyed, only fruit was found, with bananas having over 418.3
percent higher prices than supermarkets. Vegetables, regular and lean options of beef and hot
dogs, chicken breasts, and potatoes were unavailable. Milk and juice prices were more
expensive, along with other common basket purchases such as peanut butter, coffee, chips and
cereal. An interesting finding is that nonfat milk and cereal with less than seven grams of sugar
had much larger inflated prices than the less healthy options (whole milk and regular cereal).
At small grocery stores and convenience stores, the Studio Team was unable to obtain
data for all food items. The Studio Team used supermarkets as the control group as a comparison
to other food store categories because supermarkets had a ‘complete’ basket that contained all
items surveyed. Instead, average total value of all available items within the appropriate store
variety were calculated. This suggests proves the original hypothesis to be true because despite
limited food item availability at smaller groceries and convenience stores, average total value
was still larger than supermarket variety (Table 2). Only 87 percent of items in a basket were
found at small grocery stores, and 74 percent item availability at convenience stores. Most food
items were more expensive outside of supermarkets, with the average item price difference being
+6.5 percent for small grocery stores and +37.5 percent for convenience stores.
The market basket analysis indicates that overall, small grocery stores and convenience
stores do not have all food items that would be needed to fill a basket. There is an expected
greater cost to making purchases of the available items at those stores. This is a problem since
Chicopee Falls contains only one specialty store and many convenience stores in areas with low
vehicle access (USDA Economic Research Service, 2015). Since there are no large grocery
stores or supermarkets in Chicopee Falls, residents require the use of automobile travel to
supermarkets in order to pay the lowest price and buy the most food. Residents of Chicopee Falls
have limited options to healthy food choices such as fresh produce and meats, and pay more for
processed, less nutritional foods. This ultimately has negative effect on the public’s health within

30

the food desert of Chicopee and the area of Chicopee Falls, and presents a greater case of
inequity and food insecurity.
Table 2: Food items available and price differences per store variety
Average Basket
Average Item
Average Total Value
Availability
Price Difference
of All Items
100%
Supermarket
$130.20
87%
+6.5%
Small Grocery/Specialty Store
*$138.63
Convenience Store

*$179.02

74%

+37.5%

*Estimated cost. Actual cost not available due to incomplete basket.

31

DATA
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
This section includes two separate strategies used to engage with different members of
the public in order to understand the wants and needs related to food and the Baskin Property.
The first meeting was a Community Engagement Workshop and was hosted by PEACE Planners
and the City of Chicopee and held in early October,. This meeting involved using maps to lead a
greater discussion of strengths and weaknesses specifically to Baskin Property, RiverMills
South, and Delta Park. The second meeting was a Stakeholder Meeting was hosted by PEACE
Planners and held in early November on the Baskin Property. The stakeholders met with the
Studio Team to view the building and offer ideas related to the Site’s reuse.

OCTOBER 13, 2015 – COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT WORKSHOP
On October 13th, PEACE Planners held a public workshop. A map of the area was used
to learn more about the community surrounding the Baskin Property, including what residents’
like and dislike, and possible ideas for site revitalization. In the beginning, many residents had
trouble identifying the Baskin Property on the map. Once participants were able to identify the
Site, the only knowledge residents had regarded contamination on the Site.
The Planning Director advised the Studio Team that residents of the community are
aware of food security issues in the city. With that information, the group expected to encounter
discussions about fresh food. The workshop helped the Studio Team understand food-buying
patterns including travel to Memorial Drive to purchase groceries, or travel outside the City to
Springfield or Amherst for their grocery shopping purposes. Many residents agreed that there is a
desire in the community for fresh and local food with a preferred location in the downtown area.
When inquiring about the Baskin Property, residents stated it would be an ideal place to
have a year round indoor farmer’s market. They suggested a farm market modeled after Maple
Farm Foods in Hadley, Atkins Farm in Amherst, or Randall's Farm and Greenhouse in Ludlow.
There is a small disconnect between the concept of a farm market and a farmer’s market with the
former being a retail establishment where local farm products are sold and the latter being a time
and a place where farm vendors gather to sell to the consuming public. Both markets offer fresh
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and pre-made food that participants thought would be an attraction. Residents also liked the idea
of having community gardens; however, questioned the likelihood due to the property's
contamination.

NOVEMBER 6, 2015 – STAKEHOLDER MEETING
A stakeholder meeting was held at the Baskin Property on November 6th. This was a
rain-date and five persons in attendence. Four others offered input on various scenarios for reuse.
The purpose of this meeting was to ask experts in the field of food systems in the Pioneer Valley
questions specific to this project to get input on feasibility of the various options outlined in our
scope of work.
The PEACE Planners wanted to know their thoughts on:


What is the suitability of the warehouse structure and property to be retrofitted into
any of the proposed ideas?



How do the proposed project ideas fit in with the regional food systems — Does it
enhance what is there and/or solve a problem, or is it redundant?



What needs to happen to make any of the concepts work?



Who would be helpful for the City to work with and where can funds be found/used?

The stakeholders recommended a year-round farmer’s market with a community garden.
The farmer’s market would initially be held on the front lawn of the Baskin Property to get
people to start coming to and associating the property with food. To make this successful, there
would need to be a permanent full-time market manager who stays for more than one year,
doubling of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) dollars to encourage lower
income residents to attend, encouraging a local farmer to use the farmer’s market at a
Community Supported Agriculture9 (CSA) drop-off point and to use food trucks as a way to
make it more of a destination.
The building was seen as ideal in its current use as a warehouse. Other suggestions were
a cooperative market that sells health and beauty products like toilet paper and soaps in
conjunction with the farmer’s market. The lack of windows was seen as a deterrent to customers
9

Community Supported Agriculture is an alternative, locally based economic model of agriculture and food distribution. It is
based on the idea of growers and consumers sharing risk and benefits of food production. Members pay at the outset of the
growing season for a share of the anticipated harvest and receive regular deliveries (Guthman et al., 2006).
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providing a “cave like feel.” A commercial kitchen for food trucks and storage space for farmer’s
market vendors and food trucks was considered the best use of the property.
There was also discussion about existing food centered groups in Chicopee, including the
farmer’s market in Willimansett, Chicopee FRESH, and the Community Garden project.
Consolidating them to assist in administration of funds was also recommended. Regional
Nongovernmental Organizations such as Community Involved in Sustaining Agriculture and a
local church were identified as groups to collaborate with in order to improve accessibility of
fresh, local, and affordable foods.
LITERATURE REVIEWS
This literature review will be divided into two separate reviews. The first, on Food
Systems and Food Deserts, will examine the theory that underlies food systems planning and the
academic arguments advocating for future policies needed to prevent food deserts. Furthermore,
literature defining food deserts and case study examples informs planning related to food
systems on the practical level by improving analysis and data collection. The second literature
review, on Local Food Systems and Economy, will build from the first theory-based approach by
exploring various implementation strategies and the policies or funding models that directly lead
to innovative food systems planning.
LITERATURE REVIEW I: FOOD SYSTEMS AND FOOD DESERTS
Food is important for survival; however many people live in food deserts. Dutko, Ver
Ploeg, and Farrigan wrote “these regions of the country often feature large proportions of
households with low incomes, inadequate access to transportation, and a limited number of food
retailers providing fresh produce and healthy groceries for affordable prices” (2012). Over the
last ten years, the planning field has expanded to incorporate food systems as a necessary branch
of planning theory and practice. The American Planning Association defined food systems
planning as “the chain of activities beginning with the production of food and moving on to
include the processing, distributing, wholesaling, retailing, and consumption of food, and
eventually to the disposal of food waste” (American Planning Association, 2007b). Food is an
integral part of community life, yet has not been accounted for in planning, which has left many
cities throughout the United States to be deemed as food deserts and food insecure.
34

A report published by the United States Department of Agriculture identified a general
statistic that “23.5 million people live in low-income areas that are further than 1 mile from a
large grocery store or supermarket, and that 11.5 million of these people have low-income
themselves” (2009). This statistic displays the need for food systems planning and its direct
impacts on people’s ability to access affordable, healthy food. Much of Chicopee has been
defined as a food desert, with the Baskin Property and its surrounding neighborhoods included.
Further, the 2012 American Community Survey revealed that the neighborhood around the
Baskin Property (Census tract 8108) has a median household income at least $11,000 lower than
the adjacent Census tract (8107), and $6,000 lower than the overall city average. The warehouse
on the Baskin Property has potential for reuse that could enhance food accessibility, availability,
and affordability for residents especially of low incomes.
The purpose of this literature review is to understand the theory and practice of food
systems planning, and further what are the realities of food security and deserts out in the field
where there has been little to no food systems planning. Using a multitude of databases such as
Web of Science, PEACE Planners have selected current literature that explores the effects of
food systems planning and found two themes. The themes are food systems planning theory and
how food deserts inform market basket analyses, which directly impact food systems planning.
By understanding these themes, this review fills a gap by linking the theory of food systems to
the practical fieldwork of conducting a market basket analysis, which has direct impacts on food
deserts and promotes better food systems planning.
Following this brief introduction, the first theme examines the historical evolution of
Food Systems Planning Theory in both North America and the United Kingdom and the theory’s
importance to city and regional planning. The second theme is titled Food Deserts and Market
Baskets and will explore implications when there is no planning for food systems, which can
result in food deserts. In food systems literature, market basket analyses validate the existence of
food deserts and serve to inform future planning and policies. This review will argue the
importance of food systems planning and how food security is vital to the successful planning in
Chicopee and the reuse of the Baskin Property.
Food Systems Planning Theory
In this section on food systems planning, theory of the emerging planning field and
related policies to increase food security will be reviewed. Pothukuchi and Kaufman (2007) will
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provide an introduction to understanding food systems theory and planners’ perceptions of
planning for food security The American Planning Association presents seven policies that
support planning for food systems (American Planning Association, 2007b). Cohen’s report
(2002) offers six assessment components that together effectively assess food security, which is
meant to be utilized by private and public organizations, including planners. Collectively, these
papers will reveal that accurately assessing food security informs food systems planning, which
is necessary for public health and urban planning in the present and future.
Pothukuchi and Kaufman (2007) first begin their paper defining food systems planning as
a cycle of activities from food growth to sales to waste. They describe food systems and suggest
that food systems has not been traditionally considered part of planning. They found that
community food system issues are low on the agenda of practicing planners, planning scholars,
and planning educators. While the authors offer solutions to include holistic food systems into
planning, the most valuable are to integrate food planning into community goals and educate
future planners about food system issues. With regards to Chicopee’s objectives to increase food
access and affordability, assessing the current trends’ impacts on the local food system is
necessary. Future community workshops and education about food systems will benefit
Chicopee’s food system further by engaging with residents and local officials to invest in
planning around food.
The American Planning Association’s Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food
Planning (2007a) provides general policies and offers specific roles planners can take to promote
food systems planning. These roles and policies are aimed to increase benefits in health,
economy, nature, and civic life. Specific Policy number 2D suggests “planners support
developing food system inventories, economic and market analyses, and evaluation techniques to
better understand the economic impact and future potential of local and regional agriculture, food
processing, food wholesaling, food retailing and food waste management activities” (2007, p. 9).
Related to the Baskin Property, it is imperative that Chicopee continues to analyze its local food
system in greater detail after this project. By incorporating a market basket analysis into this
project, it will serve as a foundation for Chicopee to understand its food security issues in greater
detail and inform future strategies.
The Community Food Security Assessment Toolkit provides a multitude of food
assessment tools for six components of food security, while also differentiating levels of security
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between household and community levels (Cohen, 2002). The use of demographics provides a
structure for analyzing certain foods relevant to the community and where households shop
according to distance, availability, and affordability. This report lists specific indicators
associated with each component, which standardizes collection of data when using the tools
offered. There are many components in food security, and this report provides definitions and
analysis that give context for practitioners that may be new to food system planning. Cohen
writes a practical report based on literature that can be directly implemented at the Baskin
Property and for future food system analysis by Chicopee’s Planning Department.
From the examination of these papers on food system theory, the research demonstrates
that traditionally planners have not dedicated their efforts to advancing food systems for the
public. However, there has been a growing increase in research and implementation of planning
to improve the future of food within communities. Furthermore, if planning does not consider
food as an integral segment of the practice, then it often goes unaccounted for and can lead to
food security issues. Planners can make significant changes to the food environment with
policies that help their local agencies adopt or the specific actions they can implement. In
conclusion, planning for the future must include food systems in order to prevent inequity of the
food economy and environment, especially to vulnerable populations like low-income, children
and elderly.
Food Deserts and Market Baskets
This portion of the literature review presents the food desert, a negative effect from not
planning for food secure systems, and how conducting a market basket analysis will show the
greater details of food insecurity and where to direct planning efforts. Whelan, Wrigley, Warm,
and Cannings (2002) conducted a qualitative market basket analysis of a food desert outside of
the Leeds, in the United Kingdom. Ramsey (2010) conducted a market basket analysis to assess
food security in Holyoke, Massachusetts, a town with a similar food environment to Chicopee,
through quantitative and qualitative methods. Basiotis, Carlson, Hanson, Juan, and Lino (2007)
conducted a nationwide analysis of food prices and buying patterns that served to inform how a
family receiving government assistance could eat a nutritional diet that followed the U.S.
MyPyramid guidelines. Naylor, Olstad and Therrien (2015) analyzed capacity building through
technical training and its effects on food options sold in vending machines at recreational sports
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facilities. Finally, Scully (2011) looked at data that revealed new spending and grocery shopping
behaviors among city-dwellers.
Whelan et al. (2002) used focus groups made of consumers with low income and low
mobility in a food desert area of Leeds, United Kingdom. Through qualitative interviews, he
identified what fresh produce items were available in which stores, and at what prices. Whelan
found that food stores vary spatially and thus vehicle access greatly impacts access to markets
that sell quality foods. An analysis of where stores are located in Chicopee and food items found
will examine the label of food desert as its applied to the city. Providing which foods and their
prices in the report’s market basket analysis will build the case further for food systems planning
and implementation.
Ramsey (2010) used a multi-methods approach to survey perceptions of food access in
Holyoke, MA through food availability a market basket analysis. His analysis used interviews
with residents, combined with food store audits and geographical mapping. Ramsey concluded
that most residents bought their food from neighborhood groceries and convenience stores, with
limited access to fresh produce and local food items at higher prices. This thesis was not meant
to categorize Holyoke as a ‘food desert’, but only to show spatially what options were available
to residents, especially of vulnerable populations. Considering the scope of PEACE Planners,
recommendations can only be provided based from strictly quantitative data. Understanding the
role of each store type will benefit an informed decision of what retail food establishment is best
suited to the Baskin Property.
The Thrifty Food Plan 2006 Report (TFP) is part of the U.S. food guidance system and
determines allotment of food stamp amounts to families (Carlson et al., 2007). “The TFP
provides a representative healthful and minimal cost meal plan that shows how a nutritious diet
may be achieved with limited resources. The Plan assumes that all purchased food is consumed
at home.” This plan is similar to a market basket analysis but is at a larger scale and used
qualitative survey responses to accurately understand consumption and buying patterns among
families receiving food stamps. For food security literature, it shows just how families can eat
healthy meals while still having limited funds, which is relevant to the surrounding
neighborhoods around the Baskin Property.
Naylor, Olstad and Therrien focus on the relationship between healthy food access and its
availability in publicly funded recreational centers (2015). Naylor et al. measured variance on
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self-reported organizational capacity and food policies. They chose twenty-one Healthy Food
and Beverage Sales (HFBS) (Naylor et al., 2015) communities and provided training, resources
and technical support to change food choices, and tested these against a control group of twentythree communities that did not receive the same level of support. Findings showed that there was
a significant increase in healthy food options in HFBS communities while there were none in the
control group. This is relevant to the greater RiverMills Vision for Redevelopment Plan which
plans to build a recreation space and food retail establishments in the Chicopee Falls, and should
lead the Planning Department to holistic visions for implementing food systems not just at the
Baskin Property but also at RiverMills South.
Scully (2011) discusses the emergence of food into public health planning and how
recent changes in grocery purchase behavior could impact future locations for grocery store
development. He argues that there is a trend away from people bulk shopping with an
automobile, and adopting a more urban approach with more frequent shopping trips by foot. The
author utilizes several different types of measurements to present the data, such as number of
grocery bags per visit, store area, frequency of visits, and mode of transportation. These
alternative methods of analyzing shopping trends are useful in understanding how people’s
preferences to access their food in a community and highlights the distinction between food
availability and food accessibility. The implications of these latest trends directly impact which
kinds of food store outlets are planned for and built within communities, and thus can either
mitigate or further perpetuate food insecurity.
Combined, these reports consider the multi-faceted field of food security and how it
applies to households that are income-challenged and/or living in poverty. People with limited
resources and low vehicle access are at a greater disadvantage because they cannot afford the
prices or get to stores that sell fresh, healthy foods. These reports present different approaches to
analyze the food market in a study region (i.e. qualitative interviews), which supplements
knowledge on food security and can serve to pinpoint which components of food security should
be targeted for future planning efforts. Recognizing the value of resident and stakeholder input
also benefits the efforts made towards improving food systems.
Planning for food systems has grown significantly in theory and application over the last
15 years since Pothukuchi and Kaufman analyzed its importance to planning. Literature has
shown that without accurate tools to measure food system components, it has negative effects on
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communities that are seen in food systems, public health, design of the built environment, and
social equity. Planners and policy officials should continue to take direct action to improving
their local and regional food systems. Research in food systems planning as it evolves in the
future should consider community engagement methods as a way to ensure that food
implementation is culturally relevant and will make significant positive impacts.
Using tools to analyze deeper levels within the food system to assess food deserts is
necessary to advocate for better planning and services for the greater public’s good. Market
basket analyses can be designed to accommodate many components and even tailored to assess
cultural foods available to people within their area. Naylor et al. (2015) showed that when the
public is educated on food’s direct relation to health and how to make choices that benefit health,
they are able to improve their food choice options in their communities. Furthermore, Scully
(2011) has shown that the buying patterns of consumers for groceries is changing, and food
systems planning should consider all residents’ buying patterns when planning for types of
grocery stores and where they are located.
In close, food deserts and their impact on people reinforce the need for food systems
planning. The discussed literature supported methods on how to logistically analyze food
systems components in order to build a better vision to address food security in planning.
Understanding how to conduct a market basket analysis at different scales with various methods
builds for practical application of the theory. In conclusion, knowledge of food deserts and
security go hand-in-hand and are necessary when considering greater economic development and
land-use strategies, especially relevant to the reuse of the Baskin Property.
LITERATURE REVIEW II: LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS AND ECONOMY
Developing a sustainable local food system within a community can also be a way to
drive economic development. The premise is that a healthy food system is needed to support a
healthy community. This review analyzes how food has been used as an anchor for economic
development, highlighting successful models. The information presented below outlines how to
make food successful as a way to revitalize communities.
Chicopee is home to a number of underutilized industrial buildings. Neighborhoods that
have inventories of abandoned industrial buildings are seen as unsafe and suffer from a lack of
investment. These industrial buildings are well suited to reuse due to their large open spaces and
are seeing a resurgence of interest in urban areas because they are affordable. Many food
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businesses, such as breweries, farmer’s markets and urban farmers are attracted to abandoned
industrial buildings and vacant lands.
This literature review outlines how developing a sustainable local food system within a
community can also be a way to drive economic development. Local food systems emphasize the
importance of food growers, processors, and sellers as essential components in the food system.
The Studio Team has selected current literature that explores various food enterprises and how
these businesses have successfully revitalized historic industrial buildings. The themes are food
as the anchor for economic development and local food systems. Together these themes will
guide the recommendations for the Baskin Property.
Following this brief introduction, the next section explores food as the anchor for
economic development. The next section explores local food systems. Lastly, PEACE Planners
conclude with how the information discovered informs our recommendations for the Baskin
Property.
Food as the Anchor for Economic Development
In this section on food as the anchor for economic development, the Studio Team
examines holistic and policy strategies used to abate and rehabilitate historic industrial buildings
(Cantell, 2005). While exploring food destination opportunities for the Baskin Property, the
Studio Team examines breweries as growth drivers in urban areas that were “perceived as
dangerous and blighted (Arbel, 2013).” There are economic development incentives that are used
to draw locally-owned businesses (Interface Studio, 2013) examines public markets as a placemaking and as a way to drive the local economy (Kennicott, 2007). Based on these data, the
Studio Team suggests that food businesses can be used as growth drivers and are ideal anchor
tenants in vacant industrial buildings.
Cantell’s (2005) research looks at adaptive reuse of historic industrial buildings and the
holistic policies and strategies that cities are using. The author notes that neighborhood decay
and blight happens at a rapid rate in communities that have a high number of abandoned
buildings and vacant properties. Residents of these communities see them as unsafe and
economic development stalls as developers become reluctant to invest in these neighborhoods.
Many cities with inventories of these abandoned buildings are making adaptive reuse an integral
part of their infill development and affordable housing strategies. Historic industrial buildings
are well suited to reuse due to their large open spaces.
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Preserving these buildings is seen as a way to maintain the historic character of a
community. Stabilization of these vacant properties is an important part of the revitalization
cycle of the development process. Cantell notes that cities run up against financial obstacles
when trying to finance abatement and rehabilitation of these properties. Chicopee has spent $30million on the Uniroyal/Facemate revitalization to date and is well aware of the costs of
revitalizing these properties. Cantell suggests financing available for abatement and
revitalization.
Arbel (2013) discusses independent breweries as growth drivers in urban areas that were
once perceived as dangerous and blighted. Brewers were attracted to industrial buildings like the
warehouse at the Baskin Property, because they were affordable and could be retrofitted to suit
their needs. They were successful because they had a product that they could sell nationally
while they built a following, eventually drawing up to 85,000 people to their locations annually.
While it took a number of years, breweries attracted trendy bars, shops, restaurants, modern
apartments and younger residents.
Interface Studio (2013) developed a master plan for Wicker Park Bucktown SSA, a
suburb of Chicago. Like Chicopee, they have a number of separate and developed retail districts,
each with their own distinct character. Local food systems emphasize the importance of food
growers and sellers as essential components of the local economy. In the Wicker Park master
plan, Interface Studio discusses how the diversity of locally-owned businesses can draw
customers to neighborhoods in urban areas. They also note how prominent retail chains can
weaken the character of neighborhoods as they draw businesses away. Consumers are used to
buying food at a variety of stores to fit specific needs. In Chicopee Falls, consumers may travel
to Memorial Drive or outside of the city.
In order to maintain the diversity of businesses that make up that character, the master
plan encourages the city to actively promote programs that encourage locally owned independent
businesses. This includes supporting Local First Chicago, a branding program through the local
chamber of commerce. They also suggest a grant program that offers up to $5,000 to individual
businesses to pay for building improvements or operating costs to encourage more locally-owned
independent businesses as a way to encourage them to start independent businesses.
Kennicott (2007) sees farmer’s markets and public markets as place-making and as a way
to drive local economies. Market development is through increased sales at farmer’s markets in
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and within a community. Kennicott uses Eastern Market, a successful public market in the
Washington D.C. as a model. Markets like this are successful because they connect people to
food and food producers on a personal level. Consumers partake in the “interplay of selfish and
communal feelings.” The author cautions the reader to make sure that they maintain the “vibrant
mob crowded into a single, bustling, wonderfully economic space” when designing a space to
hold a market.
From the examination of these papers on food as the anchor for economic development,
the research demonstrates that food businesses such as breweries, farmer’s markets and public
markets are growth drivers in a community. The Studio Team also learned that abandoned
historic industrial buildings are suitable for reuse as food establishments. These buildings are
often more affordable and their open floor plans make retrofit costs reasonable. Furthermore,
cities should offer incentives such as grant programs to encourage independent businesses and
encourage branding programs to promote. In conclusion, a brewery or a farmer’s market in the
warehouse on Baskin Property would serve as an anchor in the community and help drive
economic growth.
Local Food Systems
In this section on local food systems, the Studio Team examines how planners neglect of
the “firm” in solving food insecurity (2008). The importance of a strong community network and
support from key stakeholders is critical to the success of local food systems (2013). Next, the
Studio Team explored the feasibility of making fresh, nutritious food affordable to low-income
people while providing a decent return to small-scale, sustainable farmer’s markets and
community supported agriculture (CSA) (2006). The Greenfield Food Plan was examined as a
food system assessment of the town of Greenfield and where they fit in the greater context of the
food system in the Pioneer Valley (2013). Finally, Greenfield is using food as an economic
driver for the town (2013). Collectively, these papers will inform recommendations for the
Baskin Property.
Donald (2008) looks at the approach that planners take to solving food insecurity. While
improving access and affordability is the main goal, there needs to be a more systematic
approach to food planning not only to examine established retail outlets, but also on the overall
economic health of these businesses. Attention should be given to encourage more locally owned
and operated small and medium sized businesses. There also needs to be a positive policy
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environment with organizational capacity and commitment to move towards a more sustainable
food system.
Moskin (2013) examines how successful food system development needs strong
community support and a network of key stakeholders. The goal is to bring local food to
residents and simultaneously instill pride and education about what it means to eat locally. In
industrial networks seen around the edge of the Great Lakes from Buffalo to Detroit, there is a
new movement that is teaming up “educated, ambitious chefs who are building a new kind of
network” of farms and restaurants. It took Pittsburg ten years to get where they are now, and
while Chicopee is new to the food scene in the Pioneer Valley, they have some key stakeholders
such as the Chicopee Community Garden and ChicopeeFRESH.
Guthman, Morris and Allen (2006) explored the feasibility of making fresh, nutritious
food affordable to low-income people while providing a decent return to small-scale, sustainable
farmers through farmer’s markets and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA). This paper
examined whether farmer’s markets are beneficial to both low-income consumers and the family
farmer. Findings revealed that CSA’s and farmers markets are not a solution to problems of food
insecurity without entitlement programs such as SNAP. This program provides income to
farmers and subsidizes the higher cost of vegetables and fruits that farmer’s sell.
Farmer’s that have a strong commitment to providing food to low-income consumers
make these efforts more sustainable. The authors found that the amount and variety of tactics
used to increase access and affordability depended on the “institutional capacity” of the
organization. Chicopee has a number of independent organizations and businesses that are
working on issues of food security. Improving organizational capacity through the formation an
organization like the Springfield Food Policy Council can help improve accessibility and
affordability.
Evelyn and Dresdale (2013) were informed by Greenfield’s Sustainable Master Plan.
The authors wanted to answer the question “could Greenfield feed its people a diverse array of
food with the current agricultural land base?” The outcome of this assessment was to offer
individual citizens, the community as a whole and the town government actionable
recommendations that address specific goals as the town works towards a sustainable food
vision. Goals included: increasing cultivation within the town limits, process and store local food
for year-round availability, build capacity for local food distribution, cycle nutrients from garden
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and food waste, increase local food and farm education, foster community participation in local
food security, and create policy to support a healthy food system.
Many communities have a comprehensive master plan. Greenfield had a plan written in
1974 that was updated in 2001 to account for land use/growth strategy. Like Chicopee,
Greenfield has a series of other plans including the Open Space and Recreation and Long Range
Economic Development. This plan goes beyond the typical Community Master Plan to look at
both the local level and see how Greenfield fits into the regional, national and global context and
how that then affects things at a local level. The goal of this plan was to develop new programs
and/or change existing programs, establish new priorities, commit resources to sustainable
causes, and collaborate with other jurisdictions within the region to achieve sustainability.
Greenfield is committed to a “strong and growing ethic of prioritizing local businesses,
local farming and local food” (2013). The plan looks at goals, strategies and actions sections
provide a specific strategy to achieve goals outlined in the community engagement process.
There is context to implementation actions, including development of committees and adopt a
community preservation act. The later was to obtain funding so that they can achieve a specific
goal. Actions noted who would do what and sometimes the order needed to complete the action.
When looking at local food systems, planners should examine affordability of food and
consider food growers and sellers as essential components to the local economy. Entitlement
programs such as SNAP and a strong commitment from producers is important to make any local
food system work in food insecure areas. Furthermore, Chicopee can look at communities such
as Greenfield that are taking a sustainable approach to food security. Greenfield has a strong
commitment to food and farming and see it as an economic development tool. In conclusion,
Greenfield’s Sustainable Community Master Plan and the Food Security Plan offer actions that
residents in Chicopee, the community as a whole and the City of Chicopee can do to become
more sustainable.
This literature review aims to highlight food as a successful way to revitalize Chicopee
Falls. An overview as food as an economic growth driver and its suitability to the Baskin
Property is provided here to help identify possible types of food businesses, how to make them
successful in this location and what these types of businesses do for the local economy. Based
upon this review, the PEACE planners see food as a destination along the Chicopee River and as
a way for the City of Chicopee to improve access to affordable local healthy food.
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For a local food system to be sustainable, farmers and food producers need to make a
sustainable living. Commitment from stakeholders and organizational capacity is necessary to
make food affordable to food insecure residents. Greenfield is using food as its economic driver
and to reuse many of their abandoned industrial buildings. Towns such as Greenfield offer a
model to cities like Chicopee who are looking at holistic approaches to local food systems
development. Chicopee would benefit from modeling its food systems approaches based from
Greenfield’s successes.
PRECEDENTS
To provide greater understanding for potential uses of the Baskin Property and inform
recommendations, PEACE Planners visited additional sites. The Studio Team will use these
visits as precedents that inform our research and shape recommendations for the Baskin
Property. The precedents are Eastworks, the Paragon Arts & Industry, the Western
Massachusetts Food Processing Center, the Amherst Farmer’s Market, and the Boston Public
Market.
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EASTWORKS; EASTHAMPTON, MA

Figure 15: Eastworks Mill

Studio Team members visited a mill in Easthampton called Eastworks, which was
renovated to accommodate multiple uses. Eastworks is one of three large mills on Pleasant St.,
with four floors and an existing canal (Figure 15). The first floor contains commercial
businesses, the second and third floors have artist and private business space, and fourth floor
has live/work loft apartments. The Studio Team visited Eastworks because the building structure
was preserved to allow for its reuse to house new businesses.
While at Eastworks during the hours of 11:00AM to 12:00AM, the Studio Team noticed
an array of businesses such as a yoga studio, artist spaces, galleries, travel agency, restaurants,
and other stores. The Massachusetts Department of Motor Vehicles is also located on the first
floor, mixing public use with private. Workers prepared one large, open room for a wedding
ceremony. This mill, formerly used for industry, was converted to allow many uses and serve
many purposes displays a successful redevelopment project. Eastworks allowed the Studio Team
to consider how simple renovations such as lighting, paint, and signage could completely
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transform the atmosphere within the building and help people navigate through the space. This
example allowed the Studio Team to consider the possibilities of private-public partnerships that
could be recommended for the Baskin Property and its potential reuse.

PARAGON ARTS & INDUSTRY BUILDING; EASTHAMPTON, MA

Figure 16: Paragon Arts & Industry Building

Paragon Arts & Industry Building (Figure 16) is a separate mill that is directly adjacent to
the Eastworks Building (Figure 15). This mill was similarly revitalized and now includes
separate businesses such as artist space, dance studios, and offices. There is ample parking
around the mill with a newly built handicap accessible ramp. When considering redevelopment
of industrial buildings, especially if on a Brownfields sites, often times the Site must be brought
up to current building codes in order to make the property safely accessible to the public. This
site, due to its similarity to Eastworks, was valuable for also exploring potential businesses that
could be developed in the Baskin Property warehouse.
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WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS FOOD PROCESSING CENTER; GREENFIELD, MA

Figure 17: Front of Western MA Food Processing Center

The Studio Team visited the Western Massachusetts Food Processing Center (Figure 17),
which is managed by the Franklin County Community Development Corporation (FCCDC). The
FCCDC is a nonprofit organization that has functioned for over 35 years to provide business
development and capital aid to residents of the Pioneer Valley. The Western Massachusetts Food
Processing Center is located in the FCCDC building and is managed by staff at the FCCDC. It is
a fully functional commercial kitchen for small food businesses that need space for commercial
production (Figure 18). Ms. Nico Lustig, a food business development specialist at the center,
also aids business owners in writing business plans, developing process plans, HACCP 10 and
6F

ServSafe plans, 11 recipe development, and product marketing. In her position, she assists in
7F

finding appropriate funding to support future product launch, expansion, or purchase equipment.

10

HACCP is a management system in which food safety is addressed through the analysis and control of biological, chemical,
and physical hazards from raw material production, procurement and handling, to manufacturing, distribution and
consumption of the finished product (USDA, 2015).
11
The ServSafe® program provides food safety training, exams and educational materials to foodservice managers (“ServSafe
Food Safety Program for Managers,” 2015).
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The Western Massachusetts Food Processing Center is the only organization of its kind in
the Pioneer Valley. The facility serves farmers and food processors throughout the region and
has been in business for fifteen years. To understand and appreciate the commercial kitchen
requirements for processing, storage, and administration, it was imperative that the Studio Team
see the space and in order to envision the Baskin Property as a potential food incubator.

Figure 18: Commercial Kitchen Space in Processing Center

During the visit, a business was in the kitchen using the many different pieces of
equipment, while another business was using the packing center. Ms. Lustig informed the Studio
Team that a processing schedule allows for many food entrepreneurs to utilize as much of the
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space as possible without overlapping too much (N.Lustig, personal communication, October 10,
2015). Business planning, prior to processing, helps any new business that plans to use the space
to understand the feasibility of their product prior to selling it commercially. They also help in
this discovery process by providing courses and one-on-one technical assistance. Visiting the
center helped the Studio Team understand that a food processing center like this one may not be
necessary for Hampden County, but a cold storage facility, food hub, processing center that
caters to food trucks or other complimentary business would be more beneficial. Ms. Lustig
referenced to the new Massachusetts Food Security Plan for additional data (N. Lustig, personal
communication, October 10, 2015).

AMHERST FARMER’S MARKET; AMHERST, MA

Figure 19: Vendor booths Amherst Farmer's Market
(Source: Ms. Tammy Ryan)

The Amherst Farmer’s Market is a “producer only” farmer’s market that is held on the
Commons every Saturday from 8:00AM to 11:30PM. The season runs from mid-April until the
end of November and includes a diverse group of vendors. The market is run by a group of
vendors who contract with and pay a yearly fee to the Town of Amherst. The Amherst
Agricultural Commission and the Select Board work with the management of the Farmer’s
Market to ensure that this is an inclusive and vibrant market keeping in mind the desires of the
community. Recently, this included convincing the market board to allow all Amherst farmers
and food processors (bakeries, food trucks using a certain percentage of local ingredients, etc.)
into the market.
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In 2015, the Amherst Farmer’s Market expanded onto Boltwood Avenue in front of the
Lord Jeffery Inn (Figure 19). This allowed more space for new farmers from Amherst and
beyond to participate much more often than in the past. They also expanded entertainment and
community connections by encouraging occasional music and story-time with the Jones Library.
The market accepts SNAP and has expanded efforts to raise funds to double SNAP purchases.
During the visit, the market manager, Ms. Ryan recorded customer counts to obtain economic
data from vendors to understand how to help plan for the future (T. Ryan, personal
communication, October 4, 2015).
While there, Ms. Ryan explained that Amherst has food accessibility problems similar to
Chicopee Falls (T. Ryan, personal communication, October 4, 2015). In 2016, the market wants
to collaborate with the Amherst Business Improvement District (BID) or Pioneer Valley Transit
Authority (PVTA) to expand trolley or bus routes into the housing developments where many
SNAP eligible residents live during the farmer’s market hours in season. The market
management looked at ways to promote the farmer’s market by putting their banner up over
South Pleasant Street and having a more prominent notice on the town’s web site. The market
management also has to work with the Police Department and Department of Public Works on
parking enforcement and vehicle access during market hours. The Studio Team sees the Amherst
model as a successful market that brings affordable, fresh food to local Amherst residents and
draws in consumers from different towns and cities.
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BOSTON PUBLIC MARKET; BOSTON, MA

Figure 20: Permanent vendor booths inside of Boston Public Market

The Boston Public Market is a year-round, indoor market that offers space to 35 vendors
who provide locally-sourced food from New England. The vendors sell seafood, produce,
prepared foods, coffee, bakery items, meats and cheeses, beer and wine, along with artisan crafts
like wood, stone, and honey products (Figure 20). This market was recently constructed and took
about 14 years to come to fruition. The market accepts SNAP/EBT, and is open Wednesday
through Sunday from 8:00AM until 8:00PM. The Boston Public Market Association (BPMA) is
a not-for-profit corporation that manages the market. The market is a partnership between the
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Boston Public Market Association, individual and corporate donors, foundations, the City of
Boston, and the project's seed funder, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Figure 21: Educational kitchen inside Boston Public Market

Ms. Lee Miller, manager of the Boston Public Market’s kitchen, explained that they offer
a variety of types educational programs for cooking healthy meals on a budget to specific
cooking skills (L. Miller, personal communication, November 14, 2015). The kitchen is designed
for educational purposes; not for commercial clients interested in selling their products. The
kitchen is 3,200 square feet, and contains only standard kitchen appliances one would find in a
household kitchen. There was also a demonstration kitchen with a large room filled with long
tables in order for viewers to watch cooking lessons (Figure 21).
This market is located on the first floor of a building that sits directly above the
Haymarket Station. This makes the market accessible to people who use public transportation. It
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is convenient for people who travel to the outdoor produce market on Haymarket Street. To the
left of the vendor booths is an educational instruction kitchen, where members of the public can
watch free or small-fee cooking classes. Visiting this market and educational kitchen provided
another model that could be implemented for the Baskin Property. Ms. Miller informed that an
educational kitchen might be more useful to the residents of Chicopee for public health and food
accessibility, especially for the low-income residents directly across from the Baskin Property
(L. Miller, personal communication, November 14, 2015).

DISCUSSION
This section will present four options for the adaptive reuse of the Baskin Property. The
options are as follows: a) restaurant incubators, b) maker space, c) regional food market, and d)
food hub/ aggregator/ distribution center. A definition of each option is provided, with discussion
of further considerations (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats). At the end of this
section, we will also discuss Tax Yield Per Acre (TYPA), a tool for exploring tax revenues for
various uses of property and as a funding option.
OPTION A: RESTAURANT INCUBATORS
A restaurant incubator is a commercial kitchen that is rented by the hour, often with
seating to the general-public. A well-designed commercial kitchen needs to consider efficient,
safe, and profitable food preparation. Most restaurants design the kitchen to cater to the food
preparation needed for their menu style. For example, a chef who receives full carcasses of beef
will need a different processing space than a chef who prepare frozen meat that needs to be
heated and served. The Baskin Property warehouse offers space for anyone and requires stock
equipment and must accommodate many different processing needs. In this subsection, the
Studio Team dicusses restaurant and food truck requirements.
RESTAURANT IN PLACE
Restaurant In Place are popular in urban areas where there is demand for restaurants.
Caterers, professional chefs, concessions, and institutions also use these kitchens. For a place
that prepares food and invites the public, there needs to be dining space that is safe, inviting, and
is American Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. There also needs to be a consuming public that is
willing to experiment with new chefs and return. The more successful models appear to be in
high foot traffic areas where there is a mixture of businesses in close proximity. The building on
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the Baskin Property is a simple two-story warehouse and is not like many of the larger mill
conversions, such as the Paragon Arts & Industry, or Eastworks, where there are artists, food
venues, offices, shops and apartments under one roof.
Key Point: there are no restaurant incubators in Western Massachusetts. Examples in
other parts of the U.S., like Trinity Groves in Dallas are in multi-use buildings much like the site
visits to Eastworks and Paragon in Easthampton. Foot traffic from retail, arts, and entertainment
also bring people in. The Baskin Property is a single warehouse and Chicopee is not known for
their food scene. A restaurant in place may be more suitable for the Lyman Mills that will be
converted to artists’ lofts near Delta Park, where there would be greater potential for pedestrian
traffic.
FOOD TRUCK
A food truck is a mobile restaurant where food is prepared and sold for takeout by the
public. Not every food truck has a fully designed and equipped mobile kitchen. Every piece of
equipment or tool used in the food truck needs to meet commercial health code requirements.
The size and amount of equipment, plus food preparation area will determine the amount of
space the food truck kitchen must have. For those that plan to use local food, there is often the
need for food preparation and food storage space. When not mobile, food trucks need to be
parked in order to, to receive ingredients and supplies. The operators also require food storage
capacity, especially when buying in bulk.
The warehouse could serve as a food truck aggregation point for receiving and processing
farm products as well as storing both the raw ingredients and prepared product (J. LaChance,
personal communication, November 6,2015). There is also a need to store the trucks and do basic
maintenance on them. Space consuming activities, such as vegetable processing, stock/sauce
preparation, and baking or meat processing could be done in this kind of kitchen. Cooking the
meal and plating would be done on the food truck.
Food trucks are immensely popular around the nation. Stakeholders in the region see food
trucks that use local ingredients as a bonus addition to farmer’s markets. Having a commercial
kitchen and storage space for farmer’s market vendors and food trucks on site is a good
marketing point, since there is often a shortage of these kinds of spaces in the Pioneer Valley.
This service could be for people that market in Chicopee or for people that market in the region.
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OPTION B: MAKER SPACE
A maker space (or food processing space) is a commercial kitchen designed to take raw
products and transform them into a consumer product in the format that is safe, extends shelf life,
and is appropriate to that particular food item. In a food incubator, there is a broad range of
equipment that caters to a number of different types of processing as a limited scale or
production. In a processing space, the equipment and buildings are designed to cater to a specific
process. The complexity of that system is specific to what it produced. In this subsection, the
Studio Team dicusses food incubator and food procssing requirements.
FOOD INCUBATOR
A food incubator is a commercial kitchen that offers space and technical support to earlystage catering, retail and wholesale food businesses. Food incubators have a broad range of
commercial processing equipment such as process kettles, bottle fillers, cooler, and freezer
space. The food incubator is rented hourly or by the unit. Storage in coolers and freezers is often
by the pallet or linear feet of shelf space. Technical help can be subsidized through a supporting
Nongovernmental Organization (NGO) or charged by the hour.
This concept relies on the idea that there are FDA and state regulations in place that
necessitate the need for a commercial kitchen to make and sell a product. For most start-ups, the
technical support necessary to take something from a concept to a commercial product, and often
is cost prohibitive. A food incubator limits risk from business bankruptcy since infrastructure and
technical support is provided.
Key Point: Hampden County does not have any food incubators. The closest food
incubator is Greenfield’s Western Massachusetts Food Incubator. The Greenfield facility serves
farmers and food processors regionally. Food incubators take time to establish regionally and
take large up-front costs and are expensive to run. While most do make revenue from customer
use, they are often subsidized. The Greenfield facility is not equipped to adequately service
bakers or food trucks. There is demand for a facility to cater to either one of those two
businesses.
FOOD PROCESSING SPACE
A food processor takes raw commodities and processes them into a product that the
consuming public wants in the format that is safe, extends shelf life and is appropriate to that
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particular food item. The scale and complexity of the food processing equipment is specific to
each product and process. What these businesses need is a building, access to safe potable water,
electricity, sewer and easy access to major thoroughfares. There are many examples of
successful businesses locally that grew out of a food incubator.
In Greenfield, many of those businesses have stayed in the Greenfield and are housed in
formerly vacant buildings . Cities like Greenfield are encouraging food processing spaces as the
Greenfield Sustainable Master Plan specifically outlines these types of businesses as being
beneficial to their community and are actively working to create and retain them. Food
processing spaces can be wholesale, retail, or a mixture of both. A food processing space would
be a beneficial option for the adaptive reuse of the Baskin Property because it could encourage
small, local food businesses within Chicopee and the surrounding Hampden County.
OPTION C: REGIONAL FOOD MARKET
There are a variety of different food markets. A farmer’s market limits items sold to those
raised or processed by the farmer or artisan are called producer-only markets. Some markets
have rules that clearly define a percentage of local foods or allow a certain number or kind of
food aggregator to attend the market. A public market will also allow crafts, art, and other nonfood items. Food cooperatives also serve to bring food items together in one place for a group
that agrees to sell product to members of the cooperative and/or the community. In this
subsection, the Studio Team dicusses permantine farmer’s market, mobile farmer’s market, and
consumer/farmer food cooperative requirements.
PERMANENT FARMER’S MARKET
A farmer’s market is a multi-stall food market at which local farmers sell fruit,
vegetables, meats, cheeses, and prepared foods made from local ingredients in a fixed location
multiple times a year. There are 7,175 farmer’s markets operated throughout the United States
(USDA Economic Research Service, 2015). The goal of a farmers market is to “facilitate
personal connections that create mutual benefits for local farmers, shoppers and communities”
(Moran, 2010).
To make a farmer’s market successful, it needs farmers who have a long-term vision and
drive to make this a successful market. Also, a grassroots community based effort that wants to
bring a farmer’s market to the community is needed. Ms. Synthia Scott-Mitchell from the
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Springfield Food Policy Council cautions that we need to have community support or this will be
similar to most food security projects in which non-local actors parachute in with “grand ideas”
(S. Scott-Mitchell, personal communication, November 2015) The community also needs to
weigh the importance of supporting farmers (being a producer only farmers market) and if
resellers or subsidized mobile farmer’s markets should be considered when developing rules and
soliciting suppliers/vendors.
Key Point: For an inside/year round farmer’s market, the stakeholders expressed concern
that consumers generally do not want to go into a cave. There are no windows in the warehouse
building and there would have to an effort to transform the building to an inviting space.
Alternatively, if the farmer’s market is permanently outside, the warehouse could continue as an
existing warehouse.
Key Point: To make the Baskin Property function as a farmer’s market, its management
must recognize a circular relationship: consumers must support the farmer vendors, the farmer
vendords must entice the consumers. This circular relationship necessitates an extensive public
education and engagement to build a local food scene. To draw in the local low-income
households, the market’s managements must encourage participation from various entitlement
programs, such as Women Infants and Children Nutrition Program (WIC), Electronic Benefit
Transfer (EBT) program, and Supplementary Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP).
MOBILE FARMER’S MARKET
A mobile farmer’s market is essestencially a market on wheels. It can take the form of a
van, bus, or flat bed truck. In communities that are food insecure, mobile farmer’s markets can
increase food access to affordable fruits and vegetables. Mobile farmer’s markets are often
subsidized by a local hospital, insurance companies, local institutions, and NGOs and grass-roots
community groups. The idea is to have a bus or similar vehicle donated, retrofit it to act as a pop
up farmer’s market. These mobile markets tend to have a consistent route and can serve on
average 6-15 locations a week.
The vegetables and fruits are sourced locally and sold at a discount to people in these
communities. Mobile farmer’s markets cost $60,000 to $100,000 a year to run and compete with
directly with farmers and retailers, putting the later at a disadvantage. While they a great way to
get food to people with accessibility issues, people are starting to look at how these can be used
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to complement the expansion of entrepreneur-based models instead of another subsidized
method.
Harvard Pilgrim Health Care has four mobile food markets, with the closest in
Springfield and Worcester. In Chicopee, the school's food service department advertises
promotes their collaboration with Mr. Joe Czjkowski, a Hadley farmer through the
ChicopeeFRESH12 program. The goal of ChicopeeFRESH is to increase consumption of local
foods in the school. A mobile food market could be an extension of the ChicopeeFRESH
program and target communities that students are living in to offer continuity.
Key Point: If Chicopee is attempting to encourage farmers and local food processors to
market their products in Chicopee, a mobile farmer’s market may discourage the construction of
a permanent market or facility because a mobile food market may be a direct competitor. Careful
consideration will have to be considered to see how to use this as a compliment rather than
competitor in this market place. Alternatively, if supporting farmers directly is a program goal,
then the operation of a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) share drop-off may be a better
8F

model.
CONSUMER/FARMER FOOD COOPERATIVE
A food cooperative is based on the simple idea of using community ownership to make
healthy, nutritious food accessible to everyone. Food cooperatives reflect the growing interest in
local healthy, affordable foods and democratic ownership of food. They are stable markets for
local producers and provide sustainable jobs to members of a community. A food cooperative
can be as simple as a buying club of a small group of people to a large store that sells to both
members and to the community.
The stakeholders identified a small convenience version of a food cooperative to
compliment a farmer’s market as an idea. Buying clubs through Wholeshare, 13 UNFI, 14 and other
9F

10F

,

models can be implemented alone or with a farmer’s market. A small retail outlet can also be
part of a food incubator, with food processors selling their products at a store on site.

12

Chicopee FRESH is an initiative supported by the Henry P. Kendall Foundation to provide fresh, local, and healthy food to
Chicopee schools. See http://www.chicopeefresh.com/ and http://www.kendall.org/
13
Wholeshare is a food company that connects consumers with wholesalers. Their ordering platform makes it easy to purchase
affordable sustainable home goods and local foods as a group. See www.wholeshare.com
14
United Natural Foods, Inc. is the largest independent distributor of natural, organic and specialty foods in the U.S. See
https://www.unfi.com/Pages/default.aspx

60

OPTION D: FOOD HUB/AGGREGATOR/DISTRIBUTION CENTER
A food hub is a business or organization that actively manages the aggregation,
distribution, and marketing of food products primarily from local and regional producers to
strengthen their ability to satisfy wholesale, retail, and institutional demand. They offer
producers with technical assistance and training on business development. For an institutional
buyer, food hubs are a single place to purchase local food that is in a format that the institution
can process. For the consumer, food hubs tailor consumer demands with local supply.
In the Pioneer Valley, many of the larger farmers are also aggregators, purchasing
vegetables and fruits from other local farmers to balance their own production. In regions where
the value-chain is not as mature, the development of food aggregation hubs is popular. The
facility requirements include: loading docks, coolers, office space and well-drained parking.
Access to highways is also important. A number of stakeholders in the engagement meeting
echoed the suitability of the existing building as a food hub or aggregation center, and its benefit
to the regional food system.
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TAX YIELD PER ACRE (TYPA)

Figure 22: A Proposed development plan for RiverMills
(Source: Vision One from RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan)

In order to reuse of the Baskin Property to any new food use, the City of Chicopee should
consider how it will fiscally contribute to the property’s redevelopment. The Studio Team
suggests increasing the property tax revenues of the surrounding parcels. One methods of
increasing such revenues is for the City to take careful deliberation in the land-uses of those
parcels—establishing minimum densities, minimum heights and floor area, as well as what types
of development (commercial, residential, industrial, and/or mixed-use).
The Baskin Property is part of the greater RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan
(Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 3, Figure 1). The City of Chicopee plans to send
out a Request for Proposals (RFP) to private developers for a 2.3-acre parcel adjacent to the
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Chicopee Senior Center (Figure 22). Vanasse Hangen and Brustlin, Inc. recommended a mixture
of residential and commercial uses for the entire 65-acre parcel with 38-townhouses for this
parcel (can be seen on the Perspective callout on (Figure 22)). The Studio Team used Tax Yield
Per Acre as a tool to understand the tax revenue potential for various uses of this parcel, which
could benefit the sustained development of the surrounding neighborhood, including Baskin
Property.
1. Option One is a downtown commercial 4-story building where new restaurants and
businesses could locate. This is based on the community interest in restaurants and the
Vision Plan recommendation for office space. Tax Yield Per Acre for this is
$101,621. Tax yield for the entire parcel is $233,728.
2. Option Two is a mixed-use 3-story building. This would bring both residential and
commercial businesses Tax Yield Per Acre for this is $89,565. Tax yield for the entire
parcel is $205,998.
3. Option Three is market rate townhouse style apartments. This is based on the
recommendations outlined in the RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan (Vanasse
Hangen Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 5, p. 12). Tax Yield Per Acre for this is $37,716.
Tax yield for the entire parcel is $86,746.
There is demand for market-rate housing in the City of Chicopee. The recent Ames
Privilege Apartments sold out quickly, for example. In addition, the Lyman Mills is in the early
stages of conversion to live-work lofts. The City and the community would also like to see more
destination and commercial type businesses in this neighborhood. PEACE Planners recommend
Option Two to maximize the total tax yield per acre in order to balance housing demand and
community needs for new commercial activity.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The PEACE Planners recommend that a combination of approaches be used for the
adaptive reuse Baskin Property. The recommendations should be completed in three phases, and
are outlined in the Implementation Plan. Potential funding sources are identified to complete
each activity. The purpose is to improve access to fresh, culturally appropriate food for residents
of Chicopee and to serve as a destination along the Chicopee River.
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Phase I is Capacity Building. In this phase, the City of Chicopee will facilitate the
formation of the Chicopee Food Policy Council. This will be an independent body with
endorsements from the Mayor and City Council. The purpose will be to promote public and
private food policies and efforts that improve access to nutritious, affordable, culturally
appropriate, fresh and safe foods for all residents.
The Chicopee Food Policy Council will serve as a diverse group of stakeholders in the
local food system. They will assess Chicopee’s food system and provide on-going
recommendations for policy and built-environment solutions to people who live and work in
Chicopee. They will develop partnerships with regional food systems stakeholders and establish
a strong relationship within departments in the City of Chicopee regarding programs, ordinances,
and policies that affect food systems sustainability and security. The Peace Planners recommend
that Chicopee closely follow Springfield as a model, but adapt it to suit their specific food
system needs. Furthermore, the Food Policy Council should consist of key members of the food
systems community
The first sub-committee that the council will form is the Farmer's Market Committee.
This committee will work with community members in Chicopee Falls on the formation of the
Baskin Farmer’s Market. They will also work with the Chicopee Farmer’s Market in
Willimansett and try to work on ways to collaborate on doubling SNAP dollars and nutrition
educational programs that encourage healthy eating.
Participants of our Stakeholder’s meeting identified a farmer’s market on the front lawn
of the Baskin Property as a short-term goal that can be achieved and help provide momentum for
the rest of the project. The city will lease the front lawn of the property to the Chicopee Food
Policy Council in order to support the installation of a farmer’s market. Potential funding has
been identified from the MA Food Trust and the Healthy Incentives Program (HIP) from the
USDA.
Phase II instroduces food to Baskin. In this phase, the Baskin Farmer’s Market committee
will start and operate the Baskin Farmer's Market. As outlined in the Implementation Plan, this
will include with the hiring of a market manager, offer educational programs, encourage a local
food truck to vend and coordinate a CSA drop-off. Stall rentals from vendors will provide cash
flow for the daily operation of the market. Vendors and consumers will benefit from programs
such as WIC/SNAP/EBT (Figure 23 and Figure 24).
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The Chicopee Food Policy Council and the City of Chicopee will coordinate efforts to
request a feasibility study for the use of the warehouse building on the Baskin Property to be
used as either an incubator kitchen for food trucks or a restaurant/brewery building. This would
require that the City work with the Food Policy Council to write grants, a RFP, administer
grants, and hire a consultant. Some of the information that will need to be outlined will include,
but is not limited to:


Zoning, codes, inspection permits, etc. needed for the warehouse,



Structural repair needs and costs,



Cost to build a kitchen space, walk in coolers, storage, office space, etc.



Equipment requirements,



Identifacation of collaborators/stakeholders,



Suggested Funding for all phases,



Cost flow analysis, projections, etc.

The Baskin Property has been used the warehouse for storage of construction materials.
In order to use of this property for food, the City will need to coordinate the removal of
construction material on this Site.
The Chicopee Food Policy Council will form the Chicopee Community Garden subcommittee. This will include the existing Community Garden Committee to help leverage
funding for community gardens throughout the City. For the Baskin Property, the committee will
start the process of designing the gardens and raising funds for the design of raised garden beds.
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Figure 23: Existing conditions on East side of Baskin Property

Figure 24: Phase II on East side of Baskin Property
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Phase III is Property Conversion. In this phase, the City will partner with the Food Policy
Council to write a RFP, administer grants, and find consultants. Also, retrofitting the warehouse
space to be used as a Food Truck Incubator Kitchen will involve repairs to the building along
with the design/build of a commercial kitchen and the installation of walk-in coolers. A
community garden would be installed to be leased to residents and would be part of educational
outreach from the Chicopee Food Policy Council. Phase III is meant to be the final transition of
creating a permanent food destination on the property that serves the community in more ways
than one (Figure 25 and Figure 26).
POTENTIAL FUNDING
Potential public funding that is applicable to Baskin Property includes the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s The Healthy Urban Food Enterprise Development Center, which
could help pay for feasibility studies for the implementation of an aggregation or processing
center. Other USDA grants include the Sustainable Community Grant Program, and Hunger-Free
Communities Initiative. Chicopee may be eligible for Community Transformation Grants from
Health and Human Services with Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Further funding
can come from Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) eligibility, which offers funding
for Brownfields as well as for ‘entitled communities’.
Other potential funding sources include the New Markets Tax Credit Program. These
funding options were found from the CDFI Fund's Capacity Building Initiative for Financing
Healthy Food Options report (US Department of the Treasury, 2012). Chicopee's Former
Facemate Property Brownfields Cleanup Proposal (Pouliot, 2014) identified partnerships with
government agencies and states abatement designs and activities. Based on what funding sources
will be used for the Baskin Property and greater RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan,
TYPA Option Two mentioned in the Discussion could also support the Implementation Plan
(Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 3).
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Figure 25: Existing conditions on West side of Baskin Property facing South

Figure 26: Phase III vision of Baskin Property
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IMPLEMENTATION
This Implementation Plan has been prepared to guide the actions of the City of Chicopee
and potential stakeholders as they undertake the redevelopment of the Baskin Property.
Implementation Phases identified as key activities are summarized in Table 3, Table 4, and Table
5. Each Table represents phases in this development of this Implementation Plan with Phase I at
6-months, Phase II at 1-2 years, and Phase III at 3-5 years.
Table 3 represents the Implementation strategy for Phase I, including activities,
stakeholders, the City’s role, expected results, and potential sources of funding to advance the
project. This Phase is best described as the planning and organizational development phase of the
project.
Table 4 represents the Implementation strategy for Phase II, including activities,
stakeholders, the city’s role, expected results and potential sources of funds to advance the
project. In this phase, we see the start of the Baskin Farmer’s Market on the front lawn of the
property. PEACE Planners also see the development of a feasibility study for a Baskin Food
Truck Incubator; Site work will start with the removal of recycled construction debris and the
formation of a Community Garden committee.
Table 5 represents the Implementation strategy for Phase III, including activities,
stakeholders, the City’s role, expected results and potential sources of funds to advance the
project. This Phase builds on the previous Phases and sees the implementation of activities to
include the feasibility of a permanent pavilion structure for a permanent farmer’s market near the
East bank of the Chicopee River, retrofitting the existing warehouse structure as the Baskin Food
Truck Incubator and building of the Baskin Community Garden on the North edge of the
Property.
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PHASE I: 6 MONTHS
Table 3: Baskin Property Implementation Plan Phase I
Activity

Stakeholders

Formation of
Chicopee Food
Policy Council

Neighborhood
councils, public
agencies, NGO’s,
faith-based
organizations, Forprofit businesses
(incl. farmers, food
manufacturers,
wholesalers,
distributors,
retailers),
Schools, Residents,
Higher education

Formation of
Baskin Farmer's
Market
Committee

Chicopee Food
Policy Council,
CISA, a faith-based
organization in
Chicopee Falls

City’s Role

Expected Results

Source of Funds

Endorse Council,
Assist in the
development of the
Steering Committee

This will be an independent body with endorsements from
the mayor and City Council. The purpose will be to
promote public and private food policies and efforts that
improve access to nutritious, affordable, culturally
appropriate, fresh, and safe foods for all residents of
Chicopee. Committees formed will address food security
issues specific to Chicopee as defined by the steering
committee.

The MA Food Trust

Lease space to
Chicopee Food Policy
Council to run market

A permanent farmer's market will start in this community to
provide residents access to fresh, locally grown food that is
culturally appropriate. The committee will work in
collaboration with other farmer's markets in Hampden
County to build funding for money matching programs.
This makes local foods more affordable and increases sales
to local farmers and food producers.

The MA Food Trust, USDA
Farmer's Market
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PHASE II: 1-2 YEARS
Table 4: Baskin Property Implementation Plan Phase II
Activity

Stakeholders

City’s Role

Expected Results

Source of Funds

Start Baskin
Farmer's Market

Baskin Farmer’s
Market Committee
members and market
vendors

Lease space to Chicopee
Food Policy Council to
run market

The residents of Chicopee will come to the farmer's market, enjoy
fresh local foods, meet farmers and food producers, talk to their
neighbors and enjoy some entertainment provided by the market
management

Consumers, SNAP/EBT
reimbursement, FINI: Healthy
Incentives Program

Work with Council on
writing RFP,
administering grants,
hiring a consultant and
reviewing the feasibility
study

A feasibility study will be developed to understand the cost to
retrofit the existing warehouse structure into a Food Truck
Incubator Kitchen or Restaurant/Brewery. Some of the
information that will need to be outlined will include but is not
limited to:
• Zoning, codes, inspection permits, etc. needed for this building
• Structural repair needs and costs
• Cost to retrofit space into either one of these options.
• Equipment needs
• Collaborators/Stakeholders
• Suggested Funding for all phases
• Cost flow analysis, projections, etc.

USDA – Rural Business
Enterprise Grant (RBEG) or
USDA – Enterprise
Development Center (HUFED)

Sell, move, use material

There are large granite stones that are stored on site for the
planned Chicopee RiverWalk. There is also a substantial pile of
fill that will be sold for asphalt construction. The Site will need
initial site work after the debris is removed - to make it level and
to ensure that trucks can pull into the receiving doors and safely
exit.

City funds

Lease space to house
community garden at
Baskin Property

A community garden is one of the best ways of uniting people of
different countries and cultures around a common, positive
agenda. They also play an important role in empowering
individuals, families, and communities achieve greater levels of
food self-reliance. Community gardens often have an educational
component that shows people how to grow, consume, preserve
and enjoy fresh fruits and vegetables.

Kitchen Gardeners
International (KGI),
Kickstarter

Feasibility Study
for Food Truck
Incubator Kitchen
or
Restaurant/Brewery
in Baskin
Warehouse

Chicopee Food Policy
Council

Removal of
Construction
Material on the Site

Formation of
Baskin Community
Garden Committee

Chicopee Food Policy
Council, Chicopee
Community Gardens,
Kitchen Gardens
International, Ryan
Karb
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PHASE III : 3-5 YEARS
Table 5: Baskin Property Implementation Plan Phase III
Activity

Feasibility study
for a Permanent
Farmer's Market
Pavilion

Baskin Food
Truck Incubator
Kitchen

Baskin
Community
Garden Install

Stakeholders

City’s Role

Expected Results

Source of Funds

Chicopee Food Policy
Council

Work with Council on
writing RFP,
administering grant,
hiring a consultant, and
reviewing the
feasibility study

The study will be done to explore the feasibility of building a
permanent pavilion style farmer's market structure in the back of the
Property. The goal is to also have the farmer's market become a
destination and allow residents to have access to the Chicopee River.
The study will help explore, but is not limited to: size and style of
the structure, cost to build one, placement, site work, etc.

State or federal funds, USDA:
Agricultural Marketing
Services

Chicopee Food Policy
Council

Work with Council on
writing grant(s),
administering grant,
hiring a consultant and
managing contractors

The warehouse needs extensive structural repairs done to it. It will
also have to have a commercial kitchen built, walk in coolers
installed and other modifications to the existing design to suit the
new use. Management will be under the Chicopee Food Policy
Council. Funds will be raised for all stages of this project.

CBDG, USDA: Agricultural
Marketing Service

Chicopee Food Policy
Council

Lease space to house
community garden at
Baskin Property

Raised beds will have to be built on this site because of the fill that
covers the grounds of the property which does not have soil and
nutrients for planting in ground. This would be a great model project
for ChicopeeFRESH students and the Chicopee Community Garden
group to collaborate with each other on.

Kitchen Gardeners
International, Kickstarter
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R IVER M ILLS S OUTH

Figure 27: RiverMills Site Map
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VISION
RiverMills South is a 28-acre property owned by the City of Chicopee and is currently
under remediation and demolition. Chicopee is exploring the use of the Site as an active
recreational facility. RiverMills South could meet high demand for residents, community
members, and league sport teams throughout the region and create a relationship to the
waterfront due to its close proximity to the Chicopee River.

OBJECTIVES
Advised by the Planning Director, the following objectives guide the research and
recommendations for RiverMills South. The recommendations should:
1. Develop an implementation strategy for a multi-purpose, all-season recreational facility
located on the lower tier property of the former Uniroyal Complex,
2. Integrate development of RiverMills South with the adjacent Chicopee River and
Chicopee RiverWalk,
3. Create visual and physical access to the Chicopee River from the Site, and
4. Assess the needs, cost, and potential implementation scenarios to determine how the City
can pursue funding to advance the project.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Figure 28: RiverMills South

RiverMills South is a 28-acre Brownfields Site that has an industrial history dating back
to the late 1800s (Figure 28). The property was first utilized as a lumber yard, which transitioned
to a bicycle tire manufacturing company in 1896. The company was then purchased by Fisk
Rubber Company who later changed their name to Uniroyal Inc., and operated the building until
1981. Facemate then purchased the Site and attempted to create an industrial park by leasing the
Uniroyal Complex buildings to various companies until 2003, when Facemate went into
receivership. The Site, comprised of 2 million square feet, has sat predominantly vacant for the
last 30 years (City of Chicopee, 2015b).
The former Uniroyal Complex, currently called RiverMills South, is owned by the City
of Chicopee and zoned Industrial with a Mill Conversion and Overlay District (Vanasse Hangen
Brustlin, 2001, p. 6). The City has invested over $30 million dollars in abatement and
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demolition. Six buildings on the Site have been demolished, and remediation of the Site’s
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), asbestos, and heavy metals contamination has begun (Figure
29) (Ruggeri, Gruber, & Pouliot, 2010). Demolition is on-going, and due to the buildings
basements and sub-basements, fill will be required prior to any redevelopment. The City hopes to
fill and level the land to the height of the proposed Chicopee RiverWalk. On Site, a closed
drainage system will convey storm water via catch basins, piping, and manholes (Vanasse
Hangen Brustlin Inc., 2001, Memorandum 1, pg. 25). City of Chicopee has identified this area
for an indoor/outdoor active recreation facility due to the community need that has been
expressed by surveys completed in the Open Space and Recreation Plan (City of Chicopee,
2015a).

Figure 29: Demolished building at Facemate/Uniroyal Complex
(Source: http://beta-inc.com)

On October 9th, PEACE Planners were given a tour of RiverMills South by the Planning
Director. Access to the property was granted from a service road adjacent to the flood control
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levee. This service road will eventually be incorporated into the proposed RiverWalk during
Phase III of the RiverMills Visions for Redevelopment Plan (Vanasse Hangen Brustlin Inc.,
2001). Phase I is complete with the new construction of the Chicopee Senior Center and the City
is currently working towards Phase II. Viewing RiverMills South from the service road allowed
the Studio Team to see the West end of the building and visualize the proximity to the Chicopee
River. Access to the river is an opportunity in the development of RiverMills South.
In summary, RiverMills South is a vast Site that has significant ongoing demolition. The
City has proposed the demolition of two buildings to create additional open space (Figure 30 and
Figure 31). Re-use of remaining buildings is proposed in the RiverMills Visions for
Redevelopment Plan as a parking garage or residential, retail, and/or commercial space (Vanasse
Hangen Brustlin, 2001, Memorandum 3, p. 5). The Site visit allowed PEACE Planners to
identify completed Site work, to date, which guided the recommendations presented in this
report.
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Figure 30: West side of former Uniroyal Complex under demolition

Figure 31: Basements and sub basements of former Uniroyal Complex
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LYNCH ANALYSIS

Figure 32: RiverMills South Lynch Map
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To understand the context of RiverMills South in relation to the surrounding area,
PEACE Planners created a map based on Kevin Lynch’s analysis (
Figure 32) of paths, districts, nodes, edges, and landmarks, which have been defined.
Districts are the medium-to-large sections of the city, conceived of as having twodimensional extent, which the observer mentally enters “inside of”(Lynch, 1960, p. 47). In this
Lynch analysis, PEACE Planners identified the neighborhood of Chicopee Falls as a district in
which RiverMills South is located, and residents use to identify where they are located within the
greater context of Chicopee.
Paths are the channels along which the observer customarily, occasionally, or potentially
moves. They may be streets, walkways, transit lines, canals, railroads (Lynch, 1960, p. 47). The
existing streets within Chicopee Falls are designated as paths along with the service road that is
proposed to become the Chicopee RiverWalk located behind RiverMills South.
Nodes are points or strategic spots in a city into which an observer can enter, and which
is the intensive foci to and from where he/she is traveling (Lynch, 1960, p. 47-48). PEACE
Planners identified bus stops that are within close proximity to the Uniroyal Complex as nodes.
Four bus stops are part of the G-1 and X90 PVTA routes that act as transportation in and out of
the identified district.
Edges are perceived boundaries. They can either be hard, definite, and precise locations
or soft, uncertain areas in which most people testify their existence and appropriate location
(Lynch, 1960, p. 69). PEACE Planners identified the Chicopee River as a soft edged because it is
not specific to one location, however creates the perceived notion that you cannot go further. A
hard edge is the existing entrance at RiverMills South, which is gated off to the public. This gate
is a hard edge because it is a specific place that inhibits residents form accessing the Property.
Landmarks are readily identifiable objects, which serve as external reference points.
Landmarks become more easily identifiable if they have a clear form, if they contrast with their
background, and if there is some prominence of spatial location (Lynch, 1960, p. 78-79).
Landmarks within the Lynch analysis include the Fall View Apartments, the boarded up
Uniroyal Tire Office Building (Figure 33), Dunkin Donuts, and the Police Station. These
landmarks are common structures that are used to identify the location within Chicopee Falls.
This Lynch analysis provides greater context for the area that surrounds RiverMills South.
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Figure 33: The former Uniroyal Complex Administration Building
(Source: http://businesswest.com)
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DATA
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
On October 13th, PEACE Planners held a public workshop and posed questions regarding
the community’s level of satisfaction with the current active recreational facilities. The
community was asked, what would they envision for RiverMills South? This question was posed
so the Studio Team could get a better understanding of community desires for the RiverMills
South and whether the community’s ideas were similar to the existing vision. It was determined
that, although there were other suggestions such as housing and office space on that location, the
high demand for a year round indoor/outdoor facility as well as riverfront access for boating and
fishing activities would be a good fit for the location based on public input. The community was
skeptical about some aspects of the redevelopment including the contamination, potential success
of the project, and the type of facility recommended.
Due to the response of the community, PEACE Planners examined case studies of
successful Brownfields remediation. These Brownfields were remediated with various elements
that the community highlighted as important; parks, river side paths, recreation facility, and
community gardens. Due to the the community’s concern regarding the success of the project,
funding methods were also explored for each of the case studies. The information PEACE
Planners gained from the public workshop and research completed on case studies shaped the
report’s recommendations.
INTERVIEWS
PEACE Planners conducted several interviews to become better acquainted with
RiverMills South and other locations in the area that have completed aspects similar to
RiverMills Client directive. The first interview was with Ms. Carolyn Porter, the Superintendent
of Chicopee’s Park and Recreation Department to gather additional information on Chicopee’s
need for recreational space (C. Porter, personal communication, October 9, 2015). The second
interview was with Mr. Kevin Blanchette, the Project Coordinator of Groundwork Lawrence, to
collect information on developing and remediating a riverfront destination on a system of
Brownfields (K. Blanchette, personal communication, November 5, 2015). The final interview
with Mr. Tom Teager, the President of three ForeKicks Sports Complexes, who provided insight
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on the development and funding process for a large indoor/outdoor recreation facility (T. Teager,
personal communication, November 20, 2015). The additional information gathered from the
interviews allowed PEACE Planners to produce informed recommendations for site development
and funding opportunities for RiverMills South.
Ms. Porter has been the Superintendent of the Parks and Recreation Department in
Chicopee since 2013 and has held similar positions across the Pioneer Valley. Ms. Porter shared
knowledge regarding both passive and active recreation within Chicopee and emphasized that
active recreation is in high demand in the community. She provided the Studio Team with the
statistic that “only one in eight children in Chicopee are able to utilize the existing active
recreation space.” This is due to the high demand of existing infrastructure and lack of available
space (courts, fields, swimming pools, etc.). The Parks and Recreation Department is actively
conducting community engagement to increase awareness surrounding this issue and initiating
the steps to create a solution (C. Porter, personal communication, October 9, 2015).
Mr. Blanchette is the Project Coordinator for Groundwork Lawrence, a non-profit
organization focused on environmental and open space improvements, fresh food access, healthy
living and community programs, and youth education in Lawrence, Massachusetts. Specifically,
PEACE Planners wanted to gather information on the development of the Dr. Nina Scarito Park
along the Spicket River Greenway, as it was previously a Brownfields site. Mr. Blanchette
explained that the park took six years to develop, with a multitude of groups and stakeholders
involved in the decision-making process. Groundwork Lawrence managed the project taking
charge of fundraising, remedial activities, and project permitting. Ultimately, the project was
developed through a strong commitment between neighborhood residents, City and State
officials, and numerous stakeholders to bring a community-designed open space project into the
neighborhood (K. Blanchette, personal communication, November 5, 2015).
Mr. Teager shared information on the development of the ForeKicks facility located in
Taunton, Massachusetts. Mr. Teager explained that the facility cost over $20 million in
investment through private equity and bank loans. Throughout the process, Mr. Teager explained
that he never actively searched for partnerships, as he was able to leverage pricing through
equipment and turf suppliers due to previous ForeKicks success and purchasing power. PEACE
Planners were also interested in future expansion plans for the company, and if so, what criteria
did ForeKicks have for the area they may expand in? Mr. Teager shared that the company was
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considering adding two new additional facilities, in locations five minutes or less off of an
interstate and major intersection without competition in the serving area (T. Teager, personal
communication, November 20, 2015).
Collectively, these interviews provided PEACE Planners with supporting background
information on the current status of Chicopee’s active recreation and success stories that
Chicopee can utilize for their own development. The material that was collected when engaging
with these stakeholders shaped the recommendations that PEACE Planners have provided for
RiverMills South.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Massachusetts’ booming industrial past left an abundance of contaminated land and
abandoned buildings across the state. The City of Chicopee is one of the many cities across the
Commonwealth that houses Brownfields from this industrial legacy. These Brownfields provide
no benefit to the community and are hazardous to public health. Residents in Chicopee are also
facing a desperate need for active recreation space. There is currently an opportunity for
Chicopee to reduce blight caused by Brownfields and increase active recreation space if these
two issues are address together. Today, Chicopee’s 28-acre Brownfields Site called RiverMills
South is under remediation and in the beginning stages of visioning for the future, providing an
adequate site for the creation of a recreation center.
The City of Chicopee has an industrial site left vacant for over 30 years and a community
need for active recreation space. In Chicopee’s Open Space and Recreation Plan, a survey
conducted by the Planning Department of 475 residents asked “Is Chicopee adequately served by
active recreation space?" 61 percent responded “No.” When residents were asked how important
active recreation space was to them, 52.6 percent stated that is was “very important,” and 29.5
percent stated it was “somewhat important” (City of Chicopee Planning Department, 2015b).
This information coincides with Chicopee’s desire for active recreation.
The themes of this literature review explore the opportunities of Brownfields
remediation, the fiscal barriers of remediation, community development opportunities, and
community development barriers. These topics are critical to the remediation of Chicopee’s
Brownfields that depress the City’s character and community morale. From a variety of sources,
PEACE Planners analyzed peer-reviewed literature to explore these topics. By understanding
these themes, this review provides knowledge regarding the importance of Brownfields
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remediation, fiscal barriers, and community development.
Following this brief introduction, the next section explores opportunities of Brownfields
remediation to discuss eliminating blight and providing community space. The next section
examines the fiscal barriers of remediation to show the importance of understanding the benefits
and limitations of different funding sources. The following section will review community
development opportunities and the last section will discuss community development barriers.
OPPORTUNITIES OF BROWNFIELDS REMEDIATION
In this section on Brownfields remediation, the benefits of removing contamination and
creating open space are discussed. Harnik and Donahue (2011) discuss the economic growth and
development gained from the remediation of industrial sites. DeSousa (2003) discusses the
community benefits of creating open space. Collectively these papers illustrate the importance of
remediating Brownfields and revitalizing them into a community space.
Harnik and Donahue (2011) discuss the benefits of removing industrial blight and
revitalizing an area with green space. The positive effect towards economic growth and
development gained from the remediation of Brownfields is further discussed by looking at
property values. Even without revitalizing the Brownfields into open space, it is documented that
property values have improved up to two to three percent within a one-mile radius of remediated
Brownfields sites. This growth benefits the community directly surrounding the Brownfields and
the town/city overall (Harnik & Donahue, 2011).
Economic development is not the only benefit of remediation. De Sousa (2003) discusses
remediating Brownfields to create usable open space for residents (e.g. bike trials, playground,
hiking trails, etc.). To identify the barriers and opportunities that these green spaces hold, De
Sousa examined ten "greening" case studies and conducted interviews with relevant
stakeholders. The findings showed that there are many benefits to greening Brownfields that
encompass the community, the environment, economic revitalization, and habitat. De Sousa
identifies the two most prominent barriers to Brownfields remediation from a planner’s
perspective; lack of financial resources and doubts of the public and investors (De Sousa, 2003).
Similar barriers were discussed by participants in the PEACE Planners community workshop.
Although there are valid barriers, the findings showed that there are many benefits to greening
Brownfields that encompass the community as well as the environment, economic revitalization,
and habitat.
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From the examination of these papers on the opportunities of Brownfields remediation,
the research demonstrates that the economic and community benefits are positive attributes to the
remediation of Brownfields sites. Barriers still exist in the remediation process and must be
accounted for. Although these barriers create potential issues, they can be navigated for a
successful remediation.
FISCAL BARRIERS OF BROWNFIELDS REMEDIATION
In this section on the fiscal barriers of Brownfields remediation, funding methods will be
discussed to gain a better understanding surrounding this barrier of remediation. In the first
article, Howland (2003) discusses what type of funding is most appropriate for different
Brownfields locations. In the next article, Meyer and Lyons (2000) discuss entrepreneurial
(private) funding as a potential method. In the following article, Colverson and Perera (2012)
discuss public-private partnerships as a potential method to engage the public while still having
adequate funds. The next article by Siikamäki and Wernstedt (2008) goes over flaws in private
funding and caution the reliance on utilizing it. Finally, Leung and Hui (2005) discuss if private
funding should ever be allowed due to the dominating influence of the market. Collectively,
these articles will provide more information on funding sources to better overcome this barrier.
In response to the abundance of vacant Brownfields in the United States that display
blight and missed opportunities, nearly all states since the late 1980s, have developed initiative
programs. These programs address funding and management to cleanup and develop
Brownfields into usable land (Wernstedt, Heberle, Alberini, & Meyer, 2004). These Brownfields
have an extensive list of remediation needs that must be rectified before the Site can be used. In
this preliminary stage of cleaning up the Site and designing and constructing development, the
critical question of who will take responsibility of the Site by funding and managing must be
identified. There are three potential options for management and funding of the Site; public only,
private only, and public-private partnerships (Chicopee is familiar with public only funding, and
it will not be reviewed in this literature review). This section of the literature review will
examine both private and public-private partnerships, with relation to the City of Chicopee’s
specific site.
Howland (2003), of the University of Maryland, questions the circumstances in which
either the private sector pays for the cleanup and redevelopment of a Brownfields Site in contrast
to a government subsidy. Howland examines three Brownfields undergoing redevelopment in
86

Baltimore, Maryland to better understand what type of funding is most appropriate for different
Brownfields locations. Each Site was evaluated according to the existing conditions, the
environmental history, and the redevelopment history. According to this research, Howland
argues that the decision for management of a site ultimately depends on the character of the
project.
The character of the project is defined by the strength of local market demand, level of
contamination, and new use potential. The character determines whether the Site should be
privately or publicly funded. The example that Howland provides to display this information is:
“when the market conditions are strong, contamination relatively minor, and land
use remaining industrial, the private sector is more likely to be the sole initiator
and implementer of redevelopment” in comparison to “when a project calls for a
transfer from contaminated industrial to residential use, faces weak market
demand for the final project, and contends with a complicated clean up public
subsidy is then required” (Howland, 2003, p. 367).
Howland’s research on the character of existing Sites to determine funding is unique to
other studies on Brownfields remediation. There are many articles discussing the barriers of
Brownfields remediation including costs, risks, and liabilities (Bartsch & Collaton, 1997; De
Sousa, 2003) however, there is limited research on the conditions that contribute to Brownfields
success. This research, of defining the character of the Site, has the ability to assist Chicopee in
determining the best method to fund their Brownfields remediation project.
Recently, there are new opportunities in the entrepreneurial Brownfields remediation.
Entrepreneurial firms are private entities that revitalize Brownfields sites with no intervention
from the public sector. Meyer and Lyons (2000) documented the success and viability of these
firms by conducting a survey of 13 firms that are involved in Brownfields remediation. The
survey’s purpose was to gain a better understanding of the potential opportunities and barriers of
this novel private funding method as well as the criteria that firms search for at Brownfields
locations. The findings indicate that entrepreneurial firms were interested in larger sites, at highvolume locations. The main opportunity is a faster revitalization of a site, which eliminates some
of the frustration planners and economic developers encounter due to the inability to redevelop
the Brownfields (Meyer & Lyons, 2000).
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This information is pertinent to Chicopee’s RiverMills South site as a potential means of
funding. RiverMills South is an ideal location for an entrepreneurial firm; however, the City
must weigh the benefits of a quicker, easier process with the negative costs of potentially
“selling” their voice to the private developer. If the City is considering this option, Meyer and
Lyons suggests maximizing the impact of their redevelopment funds by making off-site
investments to improve the market appeal of the area, and focusing on the items identified by the
firms (e.g. Transportation, strong labor force, and real estate conditions) to make them more
appealing (Meyer & Lyons, 2000).
The other management and funding option for the City of Chicopee is public-private
partnerships (PPP). McCarthy (2002) explores the potential between PPP and Brownfields
revitalization due the popularity of creating public green space and the private sector’s interest in
development. There is a great deal of risk within Brownfields revitalization including legal
liability for contamination, uncertain remediation standards, availability of funding for
redevelopment, and complicated regulatory requirements. These risks cause government
agencies and private parties to work together to eliminate the barriers and reduce uncertainties. It
is common case for a Brownfields Site to be revitalized into public space. The City and the
developer must work symbiotically to incorporate the voice of the community and achieve goals
of central city revitalization, environmental protection, and reduction of suburban sprawl. This
dual relationship is seen through the case study of Toledo, Ohio and its promotion of PPP as a
mean for Brownfields revitalization. The findings of the case study show that PPP is a beneficial
relationship, that while not perfected, allows for a balance between community needs and the
necessary funding for success (McCarthy, 2002).
The relationship of PPP is echoed by the analysis conducted by Siikamäki and Wernstedt
(2008). Liability fears of private investors and general public resistance towards revitalization
are factors that influence the success of converting Brownfields into green space. To better
understand these perceptions, interviews, document reviews, and a national survey of
government officials was employed to discover a strategy to ease the tensions between the two
parties and improve the chances of successful revitalization. The findings indicated that a mix of
private and public funding helped to boost the communities support in the revitalization process
and provide the funds that were needed for success (Siikamäki & Wernstedt, 2008).
Although the methods identified by McCarthy, Siikamäki, and Wernstedt regarding PPP
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funding as the best source for Brownfields revitalization, Leung and Hui, (2005) question if it is
ever acceptable to use private funding as a source for Brownfields revitalization. The pragmatic
approach of funding redevelopment via both public and private sectors has become a common
discourse through American cities since the early 1980s. There is evidence, however, that this
funding method has a number of deficiencies. Leung and Hui (2005) warn that an over-reliance
on private investments can cause a PPP to be too market based which benefits the property
developers but pays little attention to the social and economic needs of the surrounding
community. To combat this, Leung and Hui,(2005) provide strategic methods to eliminate these
issues by a Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Option Pricing (OP) that highlight the social and
financial benefit to local residents (Leung & Hui, 2005).
The findings Leung and Hui (2005) discuss are unique in their perspective. They focus on
different parties in the redevelopment process, paying special attention to the community, which
is often overlooked. The main warning projected through this research is the potential downside
of PPP due to the dominance of the private sector. This information is pertinent to Chicopee’s
redevelopment on RiverMills South due the issue of lacking active recreation space. When
visioning the development of this site as active recreation, Chicopee must caution against losing
the public’s voice.
From the examination of these papers on fiscal barriers of Brownfields remediation,
private and PPP methods are discussed to illustrate best fit options for Chicopee. The research
displays that private funding is a highly beneficial source for Brownfields remediation; however,
the public voice is not always displayed through this funding source. Utilizing PPP as a method
capitalizes on private funding while still leaving space for public input. These methods are a
delicate balance of fiscal necessity and community input that must be accounted for in the
revitalization of RiverMills South for a success redevelopment.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES
This section of the literature review will discuss the opportunities to increase public
health and open space and recreation through community development as they apply directly to
the City of Chicopee and its need for an active recreation destination. Shreeve (2014) examines
how the introduction of bike routes and pedestrian pathways has potential to increase public
health by creating a link between the home and the community. Pastor and Morello-Frosh (2014)
discuss how increased public health can increase an area’s economic potential. Godbey (2009)
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reviews how active recreational opportunities have an especially positive effect on public health
and the implications of those effects. Collectively these papers reveal the opportunities brought
forth by the direct linkage between public health and open space as well as recreation
Shreeve (2014) surveyed Urban Land Institute members to support her argument that
active open space, such as bike paths and pedestrian walkways, create an important link between
health and the built environment. She found that incorporation of such landscapes produces
economic efficiencies and boosts consumer appeal. Shreeve added additional support to her
argument using a study completed by the American Institute of Architects, showing that people
in livable urban communities are 160 percent more physically active than those communities that
relied on cars (Shreeve, 2014, p. 2). The City of Chicopee is currently developing the Chicopee
RiverWalk connecting the downtown area to Chicopee Falls, with one proposed end at
RiverMills South. Creating this linkage has the potential to tie the community together in an
environmentally friendly way, while boosting community wellbeing and promoting active
recreation.
Pastor and Morello-Frosh (2014) review ways in which public health can, and should be,
reconnected to urban planning by sharing the benefits of increasing public health. The authors do
this by reviewing shifts in the community development field to be more inclusive of public
health and civic engagement initiatives, using Sacramento, California as an example. In
Sacramento, an effort has focused on promoting and extending community gardens, bike paths,
and redeveloping Brownfields. The authors reviewed how this increased proximity to parks,
open space, and the social environment positively affected community and individual health. In
Chicopee, it is important that the city take an interdisciplinary approach, including aspects of
public health and civic engagement, when planning for growth. This will ensure all developing
areas have a strong platform for economic mobility, democratic participation, and community
health.
Godbey (2009) examines how recreational spaces are a primary community setting for
physical activity, wellness, mental health, and community meetings. Godbey completes this
examination through a literature review where he explains health, stress, and environmental
developments of recreational areas. Benefits include managing weight, controlling blood
pressure, preventing depression, elevating overall mood and sense of wellbeing among many
others. In Chicopee, this type of positive development is imperative as the Open Space and
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Recreation Plan has expressed that a large majority of the community desires these types of
recreational spaces. It would be ideal that the City develop such spaces in a way that ties together
recreational opportunities and increased public health.
From the examination of these papers, research demonstrates the many opportunities to
increase public health, open space, and recreation through community development. PEACE
Planners have learned that the introduction of active transportation spaces, such as the proposed
Chicopee RiverWalk, increase public health. An interdisciplinary approach to community
development brings the most opportunities in reference to a positive social environment and
community health. Lastly, PEACE Planners learned that recreational spaces are vital settings for
improving mental health and physical activity within a community. In conclusion, there are
several opportunities the PEACE Planners were made aware of that better informed us in our
recommendations to the City of Chicopee on how it can successfully implement a new active
recreation destination.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BARRIERS
In this section of the literature review, PEACE Planners reviewed the barriers to
community development by defining the many hurdles necessary to develop an equitable and
affordable space. Davis (1963) reflects on the implications of designing a space that is not
affordable to the members of a community. Sullivan (2015) discusses the importance of
providing transportation and infrastructure geared toward seniors. Oldham (2015) reviews a
natural play space method to be more inclusive of children in recreational design. Weybright,
Graefe, Mownen and Trauntvein (2011) examine a number of problems that need to be
addressed to make recreational spaces accessible to users with disabilities. Lastly, Tirone (1998)
discusses racism and discrimination in recreational planning.
Collectively, these papers will provide an overview on meeting the needs and improving
the public health of as the community. Additionally, the papers will reflect the need for the City
of Chicopee to be cognizant of the types of inequalities that exist regionally and within a
community itself. It is PEACE Planners ethical responsibility to make informed
recommendations that promote the idea that regardless of age, disability, or skin color, all people
should have access to the same programs and facilities offered. It is these types of spaces that
create vibrant communities.
Davis (1963) argues that without information on the community’s willingness or ability
91

to pay, there can be no valid benefit analysis of public spending. To continue that argument,
Davis expresses that for any long project, developers need to be conscientious of the threshold
that a group of people is willing to pay for a particular resource. When looking specifically at
recreational facilities there are a number of variables to consider when determining if the value
of a proposed facility exceeds its cost. It is not recommended to continue spending money on
recreational development when the funds could produce greater community satisfaction
elsewhere. Chicopee should be aware of the relatively low-income level of the surrounding
neighborhood for the proposed development at RiverMills South.
Sullivan (2015) completed an analysis on the needs of the aging population in urban
areas. Sullivan’s analysis shows that the population of older Americans is growing, with a
majority of that population residing within the suburbs. This is not due to an influx of seniors,
but because aging in place. This growth will only further exacerbate the already rising problem
between future demand for transportation options and existing transit services. Chicopee must be
aware of these barriers due to a growing senior population that strives to continue to be active
and involved with the community.
Oldham’s (2015) research suggest that children and adolescents are groups that often
have their needs (e.g., playscapes, skate parks) discussed toward the end of community
development projects. Oldham therefore provides a method that not only includes the needs of
children within an open space and recreational area, but to center the entire development on
youth. A relatively inexpensive and wildly successful option discussed in recent research
includes natural play spaces. Research continues to emphasize the importance of children
spending more unstructured play in natural settings, and natural play spaces promote this by
introducing loose parts, such as setting aside digging areas or logs and pinecones that children
can explore through creative play. This is vital information for Chicopee as many members of
the community expressed a desire for a space that could meet the needs of families, not just
individuals.
Weybright et al. (2011) addressed the needs of those with disabilities and the challenges
when developing active recreational and open space areas. The authors share that community
developers and designers need to be conscientious that approximately 16% of United States
residents report having some sort of physical disability that limits their recreation participation.
Limitations often exist in recreational infrastructure including problems with railings, surfaced
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trails, accessibility, and alternative communication efforts. Special services and care must be
provided in the development of Chicopee to be sure these members of the community are not
overlooked.
Tirone (1998) examines how multiple types of separation exist in recreational
infrastructure because these designed spaces often target just the dominant cultures or
demographics values and needs. Tirone expresses the important step a community must take to
understand the reality of leisure and recreational experiences for ethnic and racial minorities. He
explains that it is an integral component in designing a successful recreational space. Although
Chicopee’s total population is relatively stagnant, there are demographic shifts occurring and it is
important to be cognizant of these shifts.
From the examination of these papers on the barriers to community development
literature shows that it is important to develop adaptable and flexible public spaces. This
adaptability should set a base to provide a space that is accessible to all members of the
community. This flexibility is going to require taking extra time and research to understand the
community that is going to use that facility, but these extra hurdles are necessary when creating
an equitable space. Creating a recreational facility that is equitable may require extra time and
funding from Chicopee, these barriers should no discourage inclusive development all together.
Brownfields remediation provides numerous benefits to the community, the environment,
and city growth. The removal of blight and creation of open space impacts many aspects of an
area. Remediation of such Brownfields would allow Chicopee to reclaim underused space and
establish new growth with its existing infrastructure. These benefits are expansive and wide
reaching with economic, environmental, and social improvements. Particularly within RiverMills
South, remediation will allow for riverfront access for community members and for recreational
purposes.
Regardless of the many benefits, there continues to be fiscal barriers of Brownfields
remediation. This poses an enormous challenge to municipalities regarding the progress of the
project. Within Chicopee, the primary barrier continues to be securing funding to complete these
remediation efforts. Understanding which funding method is most appropriate allows for
effective planning that in turn affects the success of the project. This is going to require Chicopee
to better define its goals and needs for RiverMills South.
An additional concept to be conscientious of within the growth of an urban area is
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community development. There are many opportunities to maximize the benefit of community
development. Taking an interdisciplinary approach allows for increases in public health and
promotes a more socially accepting environment. A proven resource to promote such growth
includes recreational and open space areas. As the need for such place is identified in the
Chicopee Open Space and Recreation Plan, the City should take this opportunity and capitalize
on the rewards of such development and growth.
Although there are many barriers to community development, these barriers are necessary
to overcome to provide a socially equitable and economically accessible space. This requires that
an area and its developers understand the community or group of people that they are catering to.
This means making extra efforts in being cognizant and aware of the needs of underserved
members within the community. These members often include low income, children, elders,
members with disabilities, and racial minorities.
Similar to any public planning process, Brownfields remediation and community
development is going to require prioritization of needs. To do this Chicopee must access their
situation and evaluate their needs as they specifically apply to them. This process is completed to
insure proposed plans are feasible and affordable. This will require reconciliation of needs to
align with costs once the City had prioritized needs.
PRECEDENTS
Sites were visited to provide greater understanding for the proper use of RiverMills South
and inform recommendations. PEACE Planners will use these visits as precedents that inform
our research process. The sites are the RiverSide Park (East Hartford, CT), Springfield
RiverWalk / Basketball Hall of Fame (Springfield, MA), Chicopee Senior Center (Chicopee,
MA), Dr. Nina Scarito Park (Lawrence, MA), M-Plex Sports Facility (Mansfield, MA), and
ForeKicks (Taunton, MA).
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HARTFORD RIVERSIDE PARK; EAST HARTFORD, CT

Figure 34: RiverSide Park in Hartford, CT
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Planning for the Hartford RiverSide Park began in the 1980s when the City decided to
restore and reintroduce public access between downtown Hartford and the Connecticut River.
The Park was developed through multiple phases, starting in the 1980s and completed in 1999.
The park has multiple features including a paved walkway for bikes/pedestrians, volleyball
courts, playground, art in the park, boat launch, adventure course, outdoor amphitheater, etc.,
The project has earned national recognition and awards, including the Waterfront Center’s 1998
“Excellence on the Waterfront Top Honor Award.” The Hartford RiverSide Park is now
considered a tourist attraction in the area (Riverfront Recapture, 2015).
When PEACE Planners visited, the Site appeared highly successful with many people
utilizing the RiverSide paved path and access to the Connecticut River. This Park is a successful
example of creating a relationship between an urban area to its waterfront. Much of the success
of this relationship is due to the bridge that connects downtown Hartford to the outdoor
amphitheater in RiverSide Park. Hartford also made their walk unique and culturally significant
to its area through an art walk along the shore of the RiverSide path (Figure 34). Chicopee is
interested in creating a similar connection to the downtown and the Chicopee and Connecticut
Rivers and this Park provides a successful example of properly constructed open space in the
form of a river walk.
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SPRINGFIELD RIVERWALK / BASKETBALL HALL OF FAME; SPRINGFIELD, MA

Figure 35: Basketball Hall of Fame (left) and RiverWalk (right) in Springfield, MA

There was quite a juxtaposition between the Basketball Hall of Fame and the Springfield
River Walk. The Basketball Hall of Fame is an active recreation type space constructed on a
former Brownfields site. It is a popular tourist attraction surrounded by frequented restaurants
and shops. Conversely, the Springfield River Walk (connected to the Basketball Hall of Fame
parking lot by an overhead pedestrian bridge), is an unsuccessful example of an urban area’s
attempt to reconnect to its riverfront (Figure 35). The River Walk was poorly maintained and
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rundown including the vegetation which was overgrown and blocked any view to the river (City
of Springfield, 2015).
During the Site visit there were not many people utilizing the River Walk, however there
were visitors in the Basketball Hall of Fame. The Basketball Hall of Fame provides Chicopee
with a successful example of a tourist space. The River Walk, however, provides an unsuccessful
project that is becoming a depressed area within the City. Chicopee can utilize these examples to
better create their objective for an active recreation space that connects to the Chicopee
RiverWalk.
CHICOPEE SENIOR CENTER; CHICOPEE, MA

Figure 36: Chicopee Senior Center; Chicopee, MA

The Chicopee Senior Center is north of RiverMills South (Figure 36). Construction was
completed as part of Phase I for the RiverMills Redevelopment Plan (Vanasse Hangen Brustlin
Inc., 2001, Memorandum 1, p. 25). The newly constructed building is LEED certified and offers
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programing to senior citizens. Approximately 350 residents pass through the Chicopee Senior
Center daily. The popularity of the Site demonstrates the importance of reaching the senior
members of Chicopee within future site proposals as well. Although it is important to attract the
younger millennial generation, PEACE Planners have to be cognizant that the community of
Chicopee has a growing elderly population. This means developing a site with mass appeal for
all residents represented in Chicopee’s demographics.
This Site is a model for the RiverMills South project. The Chicopee Senior Center
underwent demolition and Brownfields remediation as well as visioning and construction of the
new building. An imperative element to review for RiverMills South is the funding methods
used. The Brownfields remediation and cleanup was funded through the Brownfields
Redevelopment Funds (administered by MassDevelopment)15 and the City Brownfields cleanup
grant (administered by the U.S. EPA). The Commonwealth’s Brownfields Support Studio Team
(BST), whose goal is to eliminate bureaucratic delay and coordinate the actions of many
different government agencies, offered their assistance in the project (City of Chicopee, 2013).
After the Brownfields remediation, the LEED building was funded by both the
Commonwealth and the City. A Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), private
fundraising by the Friends of Chicopee Senior Citizens, MassWorks16 Infrastructure Grant, and
bond taken out by the City of Chicopee were used to construct the building. This Site shares
many of the same barriers and opportunities that RiverMills South faces in its vision for
redevelopment. The funding sources used to complete Chicopee Senior Center can be mirrored
for the remediation and development of the proposed recreational facility.

15
16

MassDevelopment is the State’s economic and finance agency, see http://www.massdevelopment.com/
MassWorks Infrastructure Program provides municipal infrastructure funding for job creation and development projects in
Massachusetts, see http://www.mass.gov/hed/economic/eohed/pro/infrastructure/massworks
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DR. NINA SCARITO PARK; LAWRENCE, MA

Figure 37: Dr. Nina Scarito Park in Lawrence, MA
(Source: PEACE Planners)
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Dr. Nina Scarito Park is a 2.7-acre former Brownfields site located in a densely settled
residential neighborhood on the banks of the Spicket River. It was once a commercial
laundromat and was abandoned for 20 years. The Park is named in memory of an accomplished
obstetrician who is said to have delivered 20,000 babies in the City of Lawrence during her
career. The Park was remediated and opened in 2010 and now connects to the paved Spicket
River Greenway that runs along the river and provides amenities including a playground,
basketball courts, and a community garden on the property (Figure 37). This $2.9 million project
was made possible through a combination of federal, state, city, and private funds, including an
Urban Self-Help grant, which is administered through EEA's Division of Conservation Services
(State of Massachusetts, 2015).
During the Site visit, PEACE Planners observed the residents in the surrounding
neighborhood utilizing the Park; children were playing basketball, and elderly residents were
sitting in lawn chairs just on the perimeter of the Park. Although there was not significant
amount of foot traffic, the Park was well kept, with only a few large indiscretions to the
structures within the Park. Dr. Nina Scarito Park is a successful example of Brownfields
remediation that Chicopee can base their remediation of RiverMills South. It demonstrates a
multi-use outdoor facility that benefits the residential community surrounding it. There is a
visuall connection to the river. A gate separate the park from a steep slope leading to the river.
This site is smaller than Chicopee’s, but their mixed funding strategy can be used as a model.
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M-PLEX INDOOR SPORT COMPLEX; MANSFIELD, MA

Figure 38: M-Plex indoor athletic courts in Mansfield, MA

Mansfield, MA is home to the 65,000 square foot sports complex, “M-Plex.” M-Plex is a
multi-sport and event facility that contains five high school size courts, an indoor turf field,
batting cages, locker rooms, function rooms, a beer and wine licensed pub/restaurant, multiple
concessions stands, and has a physical therapy tenant (Figure 38). The facility cost upwards of
$12 Million and was funded through a public-private partnership with Field House USA. This
facility serves over 250,000 local and visiting athletes a year. Prices for renting the space are
configured according to the sport teams schedule. One and two day clinics offered are between
$100 to $300 depending on the event. It is located just minutes from I-95 and I-495 and is
nestled in the rear of an industrial complex (M-Plex, 2015).
This multi-function facility is similar to the facility that Chicopee has outlined in their
directives. M-Plex only provides indoor facility space, with the ability to conduct multiple sport
functions. There was a pub located in the facility which was a surprising feature of the facility.
The pub was extremely busy throughout the day and could potentially be use in Chicopee to
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increase financial yield. Parking was limited and many vehicles were parked illegally on the
street. These positive and negative elements of this sports facility should be considered in the
proposal for Chicopee.
FOREKICKS INDOOR & OUTDOOR SPORTS COMPLEX; TAUNTON, MA

Figure 39: ForeKicks indoor/outdoor athletic fields in Taunton, MA
(Source: PEACE Planners)

ForeKicks is a 25-acre indoor/outdoor sports facility located in Taunton, MA (Figure 39).
It has a long list of amenities including a 175,000-square foot indoor sports mega-plex building
that hold 11 fields/courts, four outdoor fields, professional golf shop, gym, birthday parties, full
concession, pub, etc. The facility cost $20 million and was funded through private equity and
bank loans. This facility services athletes from the New England region and is heavily utilized
for league play. Prices vary according to activity and duration (Marc, 2013).
After visiting this Site, it meets most of Chicopee’s criteria. This multi-serving facility is
a draw for athletes of all ages and can house a variety of sports. There was ample parking, and
the pub and concession stand was busy for almost the entirety of the day. This facility is very
similar to what Chicopee would like to create, and provides ample space both practice and
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tournament play. If Chicopee does create a facility similar to ForeKicks, the versatility of the
facility could be a regional draw.

DISCUSSION
To make more informed recommendations, PEACE Planners evaluated the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats involved in moving forward with Site development within
RiverMills South. This better helps to define the objective and identify internal and external
factors that are favorable and unfavorable in achieving that objective. The objective in this case
being that the Studio Team provides a feasible recommendation for development of an active
recreation space in RiverMills South.
The strengths of RiverMills South identified for redevelopment are that it is large, at just
above ten and a half acres leaving a sufficient amount of space for site development. The Site is
located on the Chicopee River and has a large space for riverfront access. Moreover, this
provides ample access to the Chicopee River and Chicopee RiverWalk. Upon completing
remediation, many opportunities for site development, as well as redevelopment of the last
existing building on site. Lastly, the Site is currently City owned allowing for possible private
partnership among many other options.
The weaknesses of RiverMills South are that it is relatively secluded from similar
economic, commercial activity. The public has a negative association with the environmental
challenges associated with the Site. Many citizens do not see its value and are worried that too
much money will be spent without tangible results. Regardless, there is still a large amount of
Brownfields revitalization to be completed, which will continue to require money.
The most significant opportunity is the fact that the property is City owned, and therefore
allows for public-private partnership. Exploration of these partnerships have many benefits
including they incentivize the private sector to deliver projects on time and within budget. There
was a strong local need identified for an active recreational facility, and this location is an ideal
location for such a facility. The Property is large, allowing proposals that include expansive
development for an active recreation facility. This would bring in a large amount of revenue,
creating a destination that meets regional needs.
A threat to the process continues to be locating private investors that are genuinely
interested in participating. Community interest is lacking and negative public perceptions are
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may hinder the redevelopment process. Moving forward effectively would require a shift in the
way the City attracts community members to attend public meetings and share their opinions on
proposed projects. Another threat is that if Chicopee were to complete a project, the process will
require detailed information regarding the activies that interest residents as well as resident
financial commitment. Therefore, research is necessary to evaluate how much a person, group, or
team within Chicopee will spend on membership or usage.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Our recommendations are embedded in a strategic planning process, which will ensure
the success of the revitalization of RiverMills South. The strategic process is outlined below in
the order of need, cost, reconciliation, and funding scenarios. Forming a committee dedicated to
the redevelopment of this space is a preliminary first step to this strategic plan that must be
completed to progress towards a successful project. The committee will be responsible for
implementing this strategic plan, organizing stakeholders, and deciding on any adjustments that
need to me made.
STEP 1: DEFINING NEED
The City’s need for the Site must be identified. The need is all the elements of the project
that the City finds necessary to include to address the lack of active recreation space and high
demand for existing space. The information of what the City needs can be derived from the
community input and data collection on the existing uses and demands. Once that information is
gathered, the City can analyze and identify practical active recreation spaces to invest in. For
example, the need for Chicopee could be developing RiverMills South as an indoor/outdoor
facility open seven days a week from 6:00AM-10:00PM. The indoor portion of the Site could
include four basketball courts, locker rooms with showers, a concession stand, multipurpose
room, swimming pool, and standard gym equipment. The outdoor portion includes three soccer
fields and parking for 75 vehicles (Figure 40 and Figure 41).
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Figure 40: RiverMills South existing conditions facing South
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Figure 41: Vision for RiverMills South facing South
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STEP 2: DEFINING COST
Following the identification of the need, an analysis of how much the City can spend on
the project along with the cost of the projected need will be conducted. A cost comparison
between Natural Grass and FieldTurf is Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8. This data is further
discussed in Step 3:
STEP 3: RECONCILIATION OF COST AND NEED
If the cost and the need are not compatible, then the Committee must examine the need
and decide which elements can be removed without losing the integrity of the project and
reconcile the cost. This will require the City to return to Step 1 and Step 2 until the need and the
cost are balanced. For example, reducing the facility to three basketball courts, two soccer fields,
and a locker room with minimal/no showers, a concession stand, and some gym equipment will
lower the cost without taking away from the need too drastically.
An example of the type of spending decisions the City will have to make can be seen in
the Table 6. The tables demonstrate a cost-benefit analysis comparing the cost of natural grass
and field turf. Information like this is important to the City because it shows that, projecting and
estimating costs requires a long-term analysis to assure that the City is making the best fiscal
decision possible. For example, although natural grass seems to be less expensive, in actuality
after including maintenance and labor costs, field turf is the more affordable option. Similar
projections the City complete should include maintenance, labor, scheduling, among other fixed
costs.
Table 6: Example construction cost estimate of natural grass versus FieldTurf

Natural Grass Field

FieldTurf

Same

Same

$160,000.00
$220,000.00
$52,500.00 x 10yrs
= $525,000.00

$160,000.00
$360,000.00
$5,000.00 X 10yrs =
$50,000.00

$905,000.00
70 hrs x 26 wks x
10 yrs = 18,200 hrs

$570,000.00
100 hr x 44 wks x 10
yrs = 44,000 hrs

Cost Analysis
Base:
Materials:
Maintenance:

Scheduling
Possibilities:
Average cost per

Excavation, preparation,
engineering
Estimate cost
Herbicides, pesticides, resodding, water, mowing
Total
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$ 49.72

hour of use:

$12.95

*Analysis of Cost: Natural Grass vs. a FieldTurf Installation, using a standard size field of sq. footage of 80,000
Source: fieldturf.com.
Table 7: Annual cost estimate of natural grass versus FieldTurf

Annual Maintenance Costs

Natural Grass

FieldTurf

Mowing Equipment
Labor Cost ($20/hr)
Clipping Removal
Fertilization
Overseeding
Coring
Topdressing
Thatch Removal
Monitor Irrigation
Equipment Depreciation and Fuel
Water Cost
Sub Total

$7,068.00
$6,000.00
$2,861.00
$4,856.00
$466.00
$2,848.00
$9,565.00
$185.00
$846.00
$3,500.00
$5,400.00
$43,595.00

--$1,000.00
--------------$1,500.00
--$2,500.00

Re-Striping Field Lines:
Labor
Material
Total

$5,800.00
$3,105.00
$52,500.00

$1,000.00
$1,500.00
$5,000.00

*The cost of maintaining FieldTurf is minimal. The primary maintenance item is removing leaves and other debris,
which may stray onto the field. Removal is accomplished by a tractor-pulled vacuum system. These tractors do not
remove the fill material. FieldTurf also recommends brushing the field (every 4-6 weeks depending on use) to
redistribute infill material that may have migrated.
Source: fieldturf.com
Table 8: 10-Year cost estimate of natural grass versus FieldTurf

10-Year Cost Analysis

Natural Grass

FieldTurf

Initial Capital Cost
(Sod, Drainage, Irrigation)

$380,000

$520,000

Maintenance:

--

--

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9

$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500
$ 52,500

$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
$5,000
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Year 10

$ 52,500

$5,000

Ten Year Total

$ 905, 000

$570,000

*Based on Field Size of 80,000 Square Feet
Source: fieldturf.com

The City will not only be required to weigh the cost of field turf versus a natural grass
field, but also other considerations. Although field turf is the cheaper option in the long run,
there have been reports regarding the health implications on athletes and the environment. The
fibers that produce field turf create significantly more friction, which increases the likelihood
that athletes are prone to abrasions or friction burns. These health implications are not as
prominent on grass fields, making the health of an athlete an element that must be discussed
when reconciling cost with need (Wahlig, 2015).
Field turf uses Polyethylene plastic to simulate grass blades, but these plastics can have
negative environmental implications. The plastic varies by manufacturer and may include
ground-up recycled tires and athletic shoes, silica sand, and/or new thermoplastic or rubber
material. This “crumb rubber” has been found to contain toxic materials such as heavy metals,
carcinogens, latex, and other rubbers. When these toxic components are exposed to the elements
of weather, they can degrade and potentially leach into the ground water or come in contact with
player’s skin leaving rashes. The quality of the field turf plays a major role in the effects that
follow, however the higher the quality the more expensive the product. It is imperative that the
City of Chicopee consider both cost and other potential effects when making the decision for
natural grass fields versus turf field. (New Jersey Work Environmental Council Fact Sheet,
2008).
Things to Consider
There are a few “golden rules of planning” that the City of Chicopee should consider
when reconciling cost and need. The first is, “one-time money is a one-time thing” which
addresses the idea that money is acquired through a one-time source, such as grant money and
should be used for one-time costs, such as construction or planning. Continual and ongoing
costs, such as operations and maintenance, should be paid using continual and onging revenue,
such as user fees, facility lease income, and/or property taxes.
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The second consideration is “a dollar borrowed today, is a decision on future spending.”
This means that any funds that are borrowed through bonds or any other credit source will affect
City decisions in expenditures, until the debt service is retired.
The third consideration is “who owns and who manages.” It is beneficial to be explicit
and identify who is going to own and manage the various aspects of the active recreation
development. In this development, there are three items that must be accounted for; the land, the
facility, and what facility programming. These ownership and management of these items must
vary if Chicopee pursues developing River Mills South via public only, private only, or a publicprivate partnership process.
STEP 4: FUNDING SCENARIOS
PEACE Planners have identified the three different categories of possible funding
sources: public only, private only, and public-private partnerships (PPP).
Public Only
Public only will not be addressed in this report since the City of Chicopee has ample
experience with managing publicly owned, managed, and funded open space.
Private Only
Private only funding includes anything funded via a private non-governmental outside
party. A scenario for this would be having a private firm buy the land and develop the space with
no assistance from the City/government. Opportunities to private funding/management is likely a
faster revitalization process, eliminating the pressure of having an unusable Brownfields site
from the Planning Department, and still receiving taxes on the land. Barriers to private funding
are losing the communities voice, losing the ability to reap the financial benefit of owning the
land, and losing the opportunity for economic growth (Meyer & Lyons, 2000).
Public-Private Partnership
PPP is a combination of funding from an outside party and funding from the city (through
either grants, bonds, etc.). PEACE Planners have identified four potential scenarios for this
funding option that are outline below as scenarios A, B, C, and D.
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Figure 42: Legend Aerial Layouts

Scenario A
Under Scenario A, the City owns the land and leases it for income. A private entity will
build and operate the facility. The City, in turn, will have an active facility as a community
resource and allows the facility’s management to be guided by a memorandum of agreement that
may stipulate maximium fees, minimum programming, and any revenue sharing.

Figure 43: Aerial Layout of RiverMills South demonstrating Scenario A
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Scenario B
Under scenario B, the City owns the land and constructs the facility. A private entity will
lease and operate the facility. This will allow the City to own the land and the building, which is
a financially beneficial asset for the City. The privately managed recreation space will provide a
community resource. Like Scenario A, Chicopee should complete a memorandum of agreement
to ensure that the facilitiy is accessable to all city residents.

Figure 44: Aerial Layout of RiverMills South demonstrating Scenario B
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Scenario C
Under scenario C, the City will own a small portion of the land that they can use for
public open space (passive recreation). A private entity will purchase the remaining land and
builds a private facility. The benefit to Chicopee is the gain of taxable land as well as reduced
costs in building the active recreation space.

Figure 45: Aerial Layout of RiverMills South demonstrating Scenario C
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Scenario D
Under scenario D displays the utilization of the funding method Tax Yield Per Acre
(TYPA). The Site will be split by both public and private ownership. On the public portion of the
land, the City will own the land and own the active recreation facility. The City will then sell the
other half of the Site to a private entity for intensive use (commercial, high density, mixed use,
etc.). The taxes from the intense use of the privately owned land, will be put towards the City
owned and operated facility.

Figure 46: Aerial Layout of RiverMills South demonstrating Scenario D

PEACE Planners recommends that Chicopee pursue a public-private partnership (PPP)
under Scenario D. This recommendation is based on the flexibility in funding and revenue that
these types of funding and managing methods offer.
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Items to keep in mind are the opportunities and barriers of PPP. Opportunities to using
PPP to fund and manage the revitalization of RiverMills South would be the most compatible
relationship between public and private funds, the integration of community’s voice, and long
term funding for the City (McCarthy, 2002; Siikamäki & Wernstedt, 2008). Barriers to PPP are
the potential over-reliance on private investments giving extra dominance to the private sector
(Leung & Hui, 2005). Collectively, this strategic plan offers a systematic method for beginning
this complex project. Due to the infancy of this project, PEACE Planners provided flexible steps
for the City to follow and adjust as needed.
IMPLEMENTATION
In order to ensure that the recommendations reach maximum potential, they should be
carried out in three phases: Phase I at 6-months, Phase II at 1-2 years, and Phase III at 2-5 years.
Ultimately, the phase completion will be dependent on funding, partnership opportunities, and
the political climate. Therefore, it is important to recognize that overlap and simultaneous efforts
may occur.
PHASE I: IDENTIFY A NEED (6 MONTHS)


Form a committee dedicated to the redevelopment of this space
o Identify appropriate stakeholders for RiverMills South, such as community
members within the neighborhood, sports teams, and athletic groups
o Include seven members





Parent teacher organization representative



Public health associate (i.e. doctor, nurse, social worker)



Local coach/Little League Representative

Complete Step 1 of the Strategic Plan
o Complete a SWOT Analysis – compares internal strengths and weaknesses with
external opportunities and threats
o Identify strategies and organize goals



Identify possible partnerships such as spas, tanning salons, rehabilitation services and
local food vendors



Explore funding opportunities



Establish Goals, Strategies and Actions
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o Complete a S.M.A.R.T. analysis. Goals are Specific, Measurable, Attainable,
Realistic, and Time-Bound.


Identify the materials that will be required for the continuation of the project including
preliminary designs, site layout, public workshops, informational meetings, and
landscape improvements
PHASE II: DETERMINE COSTS (1-2 YEARS)



Break the project down into a set of definable tasks



Evaluate the use and maintenance of the space (at least ten years) to evaluate investments
o Direct costs
o Indirect costs



Review Site Context
o Conduct a pre-design site assessment
o Designate and communicate vegetation and soil protection zones (wetland
delimitation)
o Water connections and runoff


Manage storm water and runoff



Reduce water use for landscape irrigation

o Soil and Vegetation


Create and communicate a soil management plan



Control and manage invasive plants



Use appropriate native vegetation

o Human Health and Well-Being





Provide optimum site accessibility, safety, and wayfinding



Promote equitable site use



Support social connection

Complete cost analysis, evaluating use and maintenance of the space over at least ten
years to evaluate investments.
o Estimate project costs



Prioritize needs once determined costs



Solicit “bids” for construction/site development
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PHASE III: RECONCILIATION OF COST (2-5 YEARS)


Identify the funding scenario that will be used discussed in Step 4



Set limits on the disbursement of funds



Regulate expenditures



Determine and calculate Returns on Investment



Create a contingency reserve

Begin development


Contact contractors



Project agreement



Authorize preliminary engineering



Environmental review process
o Materials


Eliminate the use of wood from threatened tree species



Design for adaptability



Use recycled and regional materials

o Construction





Control and retain pollutants



Restore soils disturbed during construction

Operations and Maintenance
o Plan for sustainable site maintenance
o Provide for storage and collection of recyclables
o Minimize pesticide and fertilizer use
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Figure 47: Delta Park Site Map
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VISION
The Delta Park is a large, vacant property located at the confluence of the Chicopee and
Connecticut Rivers. This city-owned property is also adjacent to a Brownfields site. Chicopee
has allocated this space for passive recreation. The current goal is to implement an existing
vision plan for developing Delta Park as a public park that serves as a waterfront destination and
connects with local and regional multi-use trails.

OBJECTIVES
The Planning Director advised that the following objectives guide PEACE Planners
research and recommendations. The recommendations should:
1. Create a space for passive recreation for the public,
2. Utilize information from the public workshop to ascertain the community's needs,
3. Merge the City’s goals and the Conway School’s vision with the community’s needs to
propel the project toward becoming a reality,
4. Connect the park to the Chicopee RiverWalk in the downtown, and
5. Address community needs and priorities as detailed in the City’s Open Space &
Recreation Plan.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Delta Park is a 24-acre Brownfields property located in the West End of Chicopee. The
property was once home to the Hampden Steam Plant (Figure 48) until it closed and was
eventually demolished in 1992. The building debris and any asbestos containing materials are
buried and capped beneath the Site (Figure 49). Flooding also is an issue due to Delta Park’s
location at the confluence of the two rivers. To help control high water floods, a levee exists on
site. Any park development would need to occur in areas above the floodplain.
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Figure 48: Former Hampden Steam plant
(Source: Chicopee Planning Department)

Adjacent to Delta Park is a parcel owned by the Danaher Corporation. The Moore Drop
Forge Plant produced tools until it closed in the 1960s and was demolished in the early 2000s
(Batchelder & Lindsay, 2015). The soil was found to have petroleum contamination requiring
remediation through a system of wells that pump free-floating oil from the groundwater. This
system already exists and is partially located on Delta Park. In response to the ongoing cleanup,
safety concerns, and access limitations, Delta Park is closed to the public.
Severing Delta Park from the rest of the downtown is I-391 and an Amtrak rail line.
These barriers make it accessible by only a single underpass beneath the rail line. The entrance is
too small to fit large cars, buses, or emergency vehicles. This means any plans provide public
access to Delta Park must address emergency egress. This may include an alternative entrance or
access by another mode of transportation such as a quad or bike.
Like much of Chicopee, this property is located next to a residential area that suffers from
a lack of investment. Lyman Mills (Figure 50) was recently purchased with plans for
development of 80 subsidized artist lofts. This mill building is located next to Delta Park and
both have a common interest in utilizing a right-of-way owned by the Commonwealth
underneath I-391 for parking. This would entail getting permission from the Commonwealth in
the form of a lease agreement.
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Figure 49: Existing conditions of Hampden Steam plant
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.
Figure 50: Lyman Mills
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In the spring of 2015, the City of Chicopee received preliminary vision plans for Delta
Park drafted by students of the Conway School (Batchelder & Lindsay, 2015). In these plans, the
park serves as one of the destinations along the Chicopee RiverWalk, which extends from
Chicopee Falls near the Chicopee Senior Center to the downtown. The plan outlines several
suggestions recommended by the public asking for more passive recreational green space. This
includes amenities such as a dog park, walking paths, a playground, picnic areas, a boat launch,
and more. Additionally, it allows public access to an underused area of the City that most
residents do not know exists, while taking into consideration environmental factors such as
topography and flooding. Chicopee wants to advance that vision plan.
On September 11th, 2015, PEACE Planners visited Delta Park. Without knowledge of the
client directives, it was viewed with a fresh set of eyes and perspective. The first goal was to gain
preliminary knowledge of the property. The overall purpose of this trip was to walk the Site and
assess the existing conditions. Part of this assessment included identifying strengths and
weaknesses of the location and condition of the land.
On October 9th, PEACE Planners visited the Planning Department to clarify client
directives on all project sites. The Studio Team reviewed a collection of historical pictures and
proposals for potential reuse of the Hampden Steam Plant and Delta Park. PEACE Planners also
met with Ms. Carolyn Porter, the Superintendent of Parks and Recreation, to discuss Chicopee
residents’ interests in active and passive recreational spaces. The collection of historical
materials consisted of original documents from the Hampden Steam Plant as well as plans
created for potential projects at the Site.
PEACE Planners identified the following questions in regards to the collection of
historical materials:


What did the Site originally look like when the Hampden Steam Plant was still in
operation?



What did the Site look like after the Hampden Steam Plant closed?



What plans have been created for the Site between the time the Hampden Steam
Plant closed and today?

The Studio Team identified pictures of the Hampden Steam Plant both in operation and in
various stages of disrepair after it closed. There were many proposals over the years to reuse the
building as a museum and create outdoor ecological attractions, as an aquarium, and various
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other options. None of these ever came to fruition and eventually the building was demolished
and the Site was left vacant.
In interviewing Superintendent Porter regarding plans to use Delta Park as a passive
recreation space, PEACE Planners looked for answers to questions to the following:


What type and how many passive recreational spaces does Chicopee have
already?



What type of recreational spaces does Chicopee need most?



What existing data is there on what Chicopee residents want or need most out of a
recreational space?

Knowing Superintendent Porter’s visions for Delta Park was helpful in forming
recommendations for future amenities. Based on this feedback, PEACE Planners sought to
update the Conway School’s vision.
Superintendent Porter directed attention to the Open Space and Recreation Plan created
by the Planning Department in conjunction with the Parks and Recreation Department and
Department of Community Development. After referring to Superintend Porter’s park data
within the Open Space and Recreation Plan, PEACE Planners found that Chicopee currently has
29 parks (Figure 51) that include amenities such as baseball diamonds, soccer fields, basketball
courts, playgrounds, spray parks, and some football fields. Figure 51 shows using buffer zones
the distance between parks in quarter mile zones. This shows the distance that someone would
need to walk in order to access a park space.
The Open Space and Recreation Plan identified, through a survey of 492 respondents,
that Chicopee’s greatest recreational needs are well-lit walking, hiking, and biking paths, more
playground and picnic areas, dog parks, and sports fields. Presently, the current amount of sports
fields do not serve the City’s sport’s teams and the team needs and are often overlooked.
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Figure 51: Park Map
(Source: Open Space and Recreation Plan)

Given the size and convenient location of Delta Park, Superintendent Porter’s vision is to
develop several sport field amenities. PEACE Planners recommends not investing in such a high
maintenance and large-scale development on Delta Park because of its potential to flood. Sports
fields are an active recreation amenity, while the client directives for this site focus on passive
recreation amenity development. Passive recreation amenities are low maintenance and
environmentally sensitive. They include playgrounds, trails, dog parks, picnic areas, boat
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launches, and fishing areas. Based on this feedback, PEACE Planners recognizes the designs by
the Conway School aligned with public need, client directives, and existing conditions.
LYNCH ANALYSIS

Figure 52: Delta Park Lynch Map
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To understand the context of Delta Park in relation to its surroundings, PEACE Planners
created a map based on Kevin Lynch’s analysis (Figure 52) of paths, districts, nodes, edges, and
landmarks, which have been defined.
Districts are the medium-to-large sections of the city, conceived of as having twodimensional extent, which the observer mentally enters “inside of”(Lynch, 1960, p. 47). In this
Lynch analysis, PEACE Planners identified Chicopee’s downtown as a district in which Delta
Park is located and residents use to identify where they are located within the greater context of
Chicopee.
Paths are the channels along which the observer customarily, occasionally, or potentially
moves. They may be streets, walkways, transit lines, canals, railroads (Lynch, 1960, p. 47).
PEACE Planners has identified potential paths and boardwalks within Delta Park as part of the
analysis. The Amtrak and I-91 corridors are identified as both paths and edges, as there is an
entrance to the Site under them.
Nodes are points or strategic spots in a city into which an observer can enter, and which
is the intensive foci to and from where he/she is traveling (Lynch, 1960, p. 47-48). PEACE
Planners identified potential future nodes within Delta Park. These spaces were chosen because
of their elevation, making them the most appropriate spaces for development.
Edges are perceived boundaries. They can either be hard, definite, and precise locations
or soft, uncertain areas in which most people testify their existence and appropriate location
(Lynch, 1960, p. 69). PEACE Planners identified the Chicopee River as a soft edged because it is
an area that is not specific to one location, however creates the perceived notion that you can not
go further. The hard edges are the Amtrak and I-91 because they cut off the Site from the rest of
the neighborhood, making it less accessible.
Landmarks are readily identifiable objects which serve as external reference points.
Landmarks become more easily identifiable if they have a clear form, if they contrast with their
background, and if there is some prominence of spatial location (Lynch, 1960, p. 78-79).
Landmarks within this Lynch analysis include City Hall, Lyman Mills and The Commons. These
landmarks are common places that are used to identify the location within the district. The Lynch
analysis provides greater context for the area that surrounds the Delta Park district.
In this Lynch analysis, PEACE Planners identified downtown Chicopee as a district and
the Chicopee River as a boundary. I-391 and the Amtrak rail line were defined as boundaries as
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well as paths. Potential paths within Delta Park are highlighted, as well as nodes of where
destinations could potentially be developed. The shaded space adjacent to Delta Park is
downtown Chicopee. The Studio Team identified City Hall as a landmark for this area. The
Danahar Property is shaded in blue as it is not part of the client directive and currently has no
plans for recreational activity.
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DATA
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
During the public workshop held on October 13th, PEACE Planners found that a majority
of participants were unaware of Delta Park. Participants were impressed with the size of the area
especially given that they did not know of its existence. A reoccurring concern that was park
accessibility. Participants were particularly attracted to the potential access it could provide to
the rivers for recreational water activities. Some individuals also expressed interest in the bird
watching and fishing opportunities that the space holds.
To further answer the questions regarding public wants and needs, the Chicopee Open
Space and Recreation Plan’s community engagement results were analyzed. This contains data
from past surveys of how citizens want their open space utilized. While the public workshop
only had nine participants, the Open Space and Recreation Plan had 492 responses. The results
showed that the public wants safe, well-lit places to hike, jog, and bike as well as places for
children to play and people to sit. Other popular amenities included places to launch boats, fish,
and for dogs to play freely.
A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS PLANS FOR DELTA PARK
In this section of previous plans for Delta Park, PEACE Planners reviewed existing
vision plans for Chicopee, which impact Delta Park. Celebrating the Historical Culture with
Ecological Function addresses issues of accessibility for Delta Park by a student at UMass
Amherst (Huang, 2013). The Creative Placemaking: a case study for explorarion of how
creative economy strategies… address revitalization by a student at UMass Amherst. The
Chicopee West End Brownfields Area-Wide Plan lays out what Chicopee envisions for its
multiple Brownfields sites. The City of Chicopee Consolidated Plan FY2015-2019 examines how
to fund revitalization and remediation projects. The Open Space and Recreation Plan details how
citizens of Chicopee would like their open space utilized. The Conway Plan is a vision plan
specifically for Delta Park. Collectively, these plans will reveal Chicopee’s different visions and
strategies for implementation pertaining to Delta Park.
Celebrating the Historical Culture with Ecological Function ties the City’s culture and
the ecology of the Site through amenities such as multi-purpose wetland spaces and industrial
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style art installations (Figure 53). Plans to redevelop the canal into a living corridor are included
along with specific plants and materials to use to create a physically and visually appealing
space. Huang recommends remediation through phytoremediation, which absorbs pollutants by
direct use of living plants. Accessibility is addressed by proposing an artistic bridge connection
and a tunnel under the railway and highway to create new entrances (Huang, 2013).
In Creative Placemaking: a case study for explorarion of how creative economy
strategies can provide potential opportunities for revitalization in downtown Chicopee, MA,
Selmani recommendations did not include Delta Park (Selmani, 2014). However bringing new
development to the downtown will increase the number of people who spend time in a location
that is adjacent to Delta Park. Currently, Chicopee’s downtown suffers from blighted buildings
and vacant storefronts, which deter residents and non-residents from visiting the remaining
businesses or spending extended time there. Ms. Selmani recommends enhancing the aesthetics
of the streetscapes and buildings to attract businesses and visitors. More specifically, she
recommends attracting the “creative class,” or young professionals in industries such as
architecture, film, music, design, advertising, and television. Innovative and “creative” ideas
from these industries could help attract attention and business to the downtown, as well as spur
redevelopment elsewhere in Chicopee, thus benefiting many underutilized or vacant properties
like Delta Park.
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Figure 53: Multi-purpose Wetland on Delta Park
(Source: Celebrating the Historical Cultural with Ecological Function)
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Every five years, the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development requires
Entitlement Communities receiving Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 17 funds to
1F

create a Consolidated Plan. 18 This plan assesses the needs of communities based on what they
12F

have and what they lack, as well as what needs to be improved. The purpose is to communicate
the goals and allocation of CDBG funds for each of the Consolidated Plan effective period (City
of Chicopee Planning Department, 2015a). The Consolidated Plan, written by Chicopee’s
Community Development office, takes into account the entire City of Chicopee. It is necessary to
ensure that minorities and underrepresented residents receive the funds to improve their quality
of life.
The Consolidated Plan is based on the needs of residents along with improvements in
public housing and infrastructure. The plan indicates park, street, and sidewalk upgrades in order
to increase public access, recreation, and traffic-calming tactics (City of Chicopee Planning
Department, 2015a). The plan also reviews existing improvements and projects that took place
with CDBG funds. The resulting positive impacts to the community were highlighted in the plan.
This plan a necessary tool for Delta Park as it is located in a neighborhood that consists of lowincome households.
Specifically targeting large Brownfields areas, Chicopee created a West-End Brownfields
Area Wide Plan. 19 The plan is a revitalization strategy for the West End of Chicopee and is
13F

essentially a roadmap for putting Chicopee in a better position for requesting future funds. Its
goal is to create an attractive and affordable downtown neighborhood. Since the West End is a
predominantly low income area with many Brownfields sites (City of Chicopee Planning
Department, 2015a; PVPC, 2012) the plan is funded by a grant from the United States
Environmental Protection Agency for building sustainable communities.
There are multiple objectives for the West End Brownfields Area-Wide Plan. These
objectives include advancing the assessment, cleanup, and redevelopment of Brownfields,
improving the environment and human health, and providing realistic, market-based options for
17

A federal grant program managed by the Department of Housing and Urban Development to fund community development in
low-income neighborhoods called Entitlement Communities. See Consolidated Plan.
18
Every five years the Department of Housing and Urban Development requires cities receiving CDBG funds to compile a
Consolidated Plan specifying how they will allocate funds in their Entitlement Communities. The Department of Housing and
Urban Development has the option of approving the plan or sending it back for review. From the Consolidated Plan.
19
The West End neighborhood of Chicopee is predominantly low-income. The West End Brownfields Area-Wide Plan was
created for the revitalization of Brownfields sites in the area to bring benefits to this community. See West End Brownfields
Area-Wide Plan.
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reuse and development initiatives (PVPC, 2012). Redevelopment increases property values of
adjacent neighborhoods, which will generate tax revenue. Redevelopment of these Brownfields
sites can also create jobs, improve the environment, and promote smart growth (PVPC, 2012).
Delta Park is identified as one of the fifteen areas defined by the plan for redevelopment, though
the plan states that the problem they face with meeting community needs is accessibility and
flooding.
A New Vision for Delta Park: Restoring a Brownfields in Chicopee, Massachusetts
offered recommendations for the property that addresses these issues of flooding and
inaccessibility through planning and design elements. The purpose of this plan was to develop a
functional design of the space. Batchelder and Lindsay studied the history, topography,
floodplains, hydrology, watersheds, safety, connectivity, and vegetation of the park in order to
preface their vision. The Plan exhibits maps that display the existing floodplain areas from
environmental assessment reports to prove that low maintenance, passive recreation is the best
plan for Delta Park. To address accessibility, the final proposed alternative had two additional
entrance points as well as a connection to the Connecticut River Walk and Bikeway, which is a
planned regional 3.7-mile waterfront path extending from Hartford to Springfield (Batchelder &
Lindsay, 2015).
The Conway School created several alternatives on how to feasibly design the park.
Different amenities included are a dog park, footpaths, an amphitheater, boardwalks, boat
launches, picnic areas and playgrounds, observation areas, and more. There are two main areas in
Delta Park that are recommended for development due to their location above the floodplain. In
one of these areas, the Conway School suggests a dog park while in the other they suggest an
amphitheater or picnic grounds. In crafting these suggestions, Batchelder and Lindsay relied on
the Open Space and Recreation Plan’s data because they were unable to actively engage with the
public (2015).
Chicopee’s Open Space and Recreation Plan community engagement data helped the
City outline a seven-year action plan with specific tasks to accomplish. The primary tool that the
City uses to manage development and direct growth is zoning (City of Chicopee Planning
Department, 2015b). The Chicopee Zoning Ordinance establishes 14 base zones and four overlay
zones (City of Chicopee Planning Department, 2015b). This plan allows the City to prioritize
investments, protect resources, and ensure that development keeps within Chicopee’s character.
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Community input from the Open Space and Recreation Plan show that a majority of the
community members who responded to the survey would like Delta Park to be made into an area
of passive recreation. Design plans for Chicopee include general services such as overlooks to
the river, signage, parking, trails, bike racks, and fishing opportunities. These details can be
incorporated into Delta Park to enhance the passive recreation experience that the public has
expressed interest in. The plan also discusses two public river walk projects, the Chicopee
RiverWalk and Connecticut River Walk and Bikeway (City of Chicopee Planning Department,
2015b). These projects could be further extended to be an asset for Delta Park to create a
cohesive system.
LITERATURE REVIEW
There are many positive and negative public perceptions on the redevelopment of
Brownfields sites. Many residents are concerned with the ability to successfully remediate
contaminated property and the cost it takes to do so. PEACE Planners came to realize at the
public workshop that people often think that the cost to remediate Brownfields properties falls on
local governments and development of these sites into safe and usable public space is unlikely.
However, there are many financing options from federal and state governments, public-private
partnerships (PPP), and there are remediation options that make public use of former
Brownfields safe and feasible (Basile, Dowling, & Salomon, 2011). Brownfields can be
remediated and redeveloped into public amenities like parks and green space without public
harm, which this review examines using case studies from the Northeast U.S..
In many urban settings, recreational space is in short supply, or existing amenities are
already overused. Low-income neighborhoods in particular often do not have enough green
space (City of Chicopee Planning Department, 2015a). Cities often have disconnected park
systems that make it difficult for residents of different communities to access these amenities.
Therefore, it is important to differentiate what types of green space the public wants and ensure
that they are accessible. Brownfields sites are often large because they are former factory
properties, which means they can be developed into a variety of uses to suit many public needs.
This review explores passive recreation amenities and greenway connectivity in urban
settings. Increasing green space and recreation destinations in Chicopee will satisfy public need
as well as attract non-residents to Chicopee, which are goals that the City has outlined. Using
existing research, literature has been compiled to analyze case studies and potential issues that
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could arise in developing on a Brownfields site and making it public green space. The main
themes look at public perceptions and engagement in development, funding and strategies for
completing projects involving contaminated sites through case studies, and existing city plans in
Chicopee. Together these themes will guide the recommendations to the City of Chicopee.
Following this brief introduction, the next section explores public perceptions of
Brownfields remediation, green space planning, and development in general to better understand
what the potential opportunities and threats are to future development on Delta Park. The next
section explores existing green spaces located either on greenways or on former Brownfields
sites in order to show that green space development is feasible on Delta Park, even though it was
once a contaminated site. The third section explains strategies of implementation for
development projects as outlined for us by the City of Chicopee already in order to serve as a
guide for our future creation of a timeline and implementation guide for the Planning Department
in regards to Delta Park. Lastly, PEACE Planners will conclude with how the information
discovered in these sections pertains to the Studio Team’s plans for developing Delta Park.
PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS
Community engagement is important, especially in the early stages of the planning
process, as discussed by Quayle in the first part of this section (1995). For the development of
Delta Park, a former Brownfields site, Chicopee needs to take into consideration public
hesitation to redevelop and utilize formerly contaminated as examined by Loures (2015). As a
destination along the Greenway Riverwalk, there may be public pushback on the further
development of the greenway as further discussed by Searns (1995). There also may not be as
much interaction and positive outlook on the development of Delta Park into green space in a
low-income neighborhood, which is further discussed by Breuste, Artmann, Li, and Xie (2015).
Based on these data, the Studio Team knows that there is the potential for public pushback in the
planning process for Delta Park and suggest that plans include educational programs to help
mediate their concerns early.
In local government, it is a requirement for the public to be involved in development
projects. However, some cities are larger and can be difficult to organize an inclusive
engagement process. In Vancouver BC, research was completed to see how much the public was
engaged in the design making process and it was found that they almost completely were not.
Vancouver sought to reconnect its citizens to the public realm and hear their ideas by creating
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eight urban landscape principles to help in the decision-making. This helped educate citizens on
current city project, goals, and planning principles as well as get them engaged in the planning
process early. This mitigates future project setbacks and ensures everyone’s positions and ideas
are heard (Quayle, 1995).
Local residents will always have a position on development projects no matter the scope
of work. In the current greenway movement, the public is unsure what to expect. Previously
greenways were fueled by the need to make cities aesthetically pleasing while also moving foot
traffic efficiently. Then greenways were planned to bring nature to the city and create a buffer to
asphalt and wide urban corridors. Now, they are planned to promote human activity in
connection to nature, but in today’s society, residents fear increasing taxes and regulations on
their communities, which they believe will result from an increase in green space (Searns, 1995).
People today also have a strong fear that environmental contamination will negatively
impacting their health and wellness. Cities today are plagued with many former industrial
buildings and properties, a majority of which are contaminated. Residents of communities with
these properties often express their lack of inclination to use them even if they are developed
because of perceived risk. Lacking public knowledge of Brownfields and remediation
techniques, people often assume that residual chemicals will be present in the soil which will
affect people’s health (Loures, 2015). As a result, local governments need to include the public
early in planning and keep them informed on remediation and planning techniques.
People have perceptions on development projects as well, especially because they often
interact with development after completion rather than during the planning process. When it
comes to green infrastructure, such as parks and open space, people often believe that every
community wants a place to connect with nature. Low-income neighborhoods often do not have
equal access to green space as other neighborhoods, but residents often do not voice their
opinions. Within the public, there are many different groups of low-income people, so it is
important to hear from all. Those who speak up often tend to have the most power to make
themselves heard, or they are people who try to speak up on behalf of others. Furthermore, is
also important to evaluate functions and management of green infrastructure within communities
to account for space usage (Breuste et al., 2015).
This literature displays the importance of public engagement as a way to educate and take
into account the many perceptions of development. PEACE Planners also learned about some of
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the existing perceptions that are common when developing a Brownfields site or parks and green
space. Furthermore, the Studio Team learned of the importance of informing the public on
development and how remediation techniques which will keep them from accessing or being
harmed by any hazardous materials. In conclusion, early public education and participation
should prevent project setbacks and issues.
SUCCESSFUL GREEN SPACES
This section is on greenway and recreational park destinations. Plans for Framingham,
MA and Billings, MT to construct greenways shed light on what the important factors are within
communities (Butt, A., Couture, E., & Degroote, 2015; City of Billings Planning & Community
Services Department, 2008). The Chicago 606 trail and the planned Hatfield, Massachusetts
greenway are examples of why destinations along a greenway are important (Bunker, Brow,
Mastroianni, Lomax, & Morrison Jr., 2011; Kamin, 2015). Zerger (2015) further analyzes and
explains paths needing to provide a way to move people from point A to point B.
In Chicopee, the Planning Department wants to use former Brownfields sites as
destinations along the Chicopee RiverWalk. Little Village in Chicago, IL and Irvington, NY
have successful parks on former Brownfields which serve as examples to Chicopee for future
implementation of plans for passive recreation on a remediated site. The last two examples
examine successful parks on former Brownfields as destinations. Altogether, these plans will
support development of parks and their connections in Chicopee, especially as they pertain to
development on Brownfields.
Many cities today suffer from congestion on roadways due to traffic. Framingham, MA
experienced this, along with the realization that many of their green spaces are highly
underutilized. To combat these issues, students from UMass Amherst’s Landscape Architecture
and Regional Planning Department created a Green Infrastructure for Framingham Plan. The
key idea was to create a town-wide bike path and greenway system to give residents an
alternative form of transportation than driving personal vehicles. The connection to residential,
commercial, and green space areas allows connectivity while also inspiring residents to be more
active and in-touch with nature (Butt, A., Couture, E., & Degroote, 2015).
The City of Billings, MT created a greenway plan for its South Side neighborhood. This
plan encompassed traffic-calming principles to help plan for future growth and development. It
proposed bike lanes and park improvements to plan for more traffic congestion and a need for
138

alternative transportation. It will also help people become more in-touch with nature within an
urban setting by increasing access to environmentally sensitive green space. The South Side is
also cut off from the rest of the city by railroad tracks, so Billings had to plan for better access
(City of Billings Planning & Community Services Department, 2008).
In Chicago, a 2.7- mile long trail, called the “606 Trail,” was implemented on a raised rail
bed. Similar to the Chicopee RiverWalk in length, it successfully connected the neighborhoods
within Chicago just as Chicopee is looking to accomplish. Overall, it succeeded in its goal to
make the open space that is available more utilized by the public by connecting the
neighborhoods and existing parks, therefore increasing accessibility. The development of this
trail was federally funded, but federal funding cannot be used for parking lots along trails
because the goal of trail systems is to decrease vehicle use (Kamin, 2015). To combat the deficit
in parking, Chicago will need to develop destinations along the path with parking and bathroom
amenities to ensure it is fully utilized by the public.
Greenways should also be planned creatively and thoughtfully to attract visitors. A group
of UMass students created a greenway plan for the town of Hatfield, MA. There were four
different neighborhoods with varying histories and attraction types, which created a disjointed
town. The students designed a greenway with a series of loops, and each loop’s theme pertained
to each neighborhood. One of these loops connected the public to a waterfront stretch with many
recreational spaces along it, which directly mirrors the wishes of Chicopee’s Planning
Department and residents (Bunker et al., 2011).
In principle, greenways should have destinations and be considered “paths to places.”
They can include bike paths and walking trails, which can connect to roads and parkways. The
purpose of paths is to move people from point A to point B, not just be a long and dull road to
bike on, which many cities face post-development. Zerger’s researched how to create attractive
spaces along paths and trails. Case studies included the design techniques of Grand Round
Scenic Byway, the Hudson Greenway, and U.S. Highway 93 as examples of well-designed paths
with destinations along them, such as commercial districts, green space, and public amenities
(Zerger, 2015).
Green space and parks are excellent destinations along greenways. In connection with
Chicopee and its goals of redeveloping Brownfields into parks, a successful redevelopment of a
Brownfields exists in a small village in Chicago called Little Village. Located in Little Village is
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a 22-acre property that was formerly a coal plant. The Village was able to excavate contaminated
soils and infill with clean soil, elevating the property by two feet. This highly utilized park
includes amenities such as open space, playgrounds, and recreational sports fields (Vivanco,
2014).
Another successful Brownfields redevelopment plan was for a park located in Irvington,
New York. This 12-acres park is located along the Hudson River. The redevelopment was a
public-private partnership, and each entity currently owns half of the park. Irvington will
eventually own the entire property, but it was cleaned up under New York’s Clean Water/Clean
Air Bond Act of 1996. Each entity spent $4 million to remediate and redevelop this site. It went
from an old bus maintenance house and lumberyard to a highly successful boat launch,
playground, and baseball park (Worth, 2001).
In close and from the examination of these greenways and destinations, it is clearly
feasible for Chicopee to turn Delta Park into a waterfront destination that services the public’s
need for passive recreation. PEACE Planners now knows that there are precedents for
Brownfields of similar size to be cleaned up and turned into parks that are highly utilized. It
would be especially successful if it were connected to the Chicopee RiverWalk to increase
accessibility. Parks isolated from the rest of the City can still be successful and well used by the
public if special consideration is made to make the park accessible.
Individuals have a hard time accepting formerly contaminated spaces as healthy open
spaces because of fear of assumed contamination. Even so, people’s ideas of green spaces have
evolved over time to appreciate them as places healthy for humans as well as the environment
(Searns, 1995). Though public perception can affect how well a project is implemented, it is vital
that they are engaged with projects from the start (Quayle, 1995). People living in low-income
communities are usually unacknowledged in the participation process and are deprived of green
spaces (Breuste et al., 2015). Informing the public and getting them involved is therefore vital to
promoting human activity in connection to nature (Searns, 1995).
The public may sometimes be against Brownfields developments because of their
perceptions, but there are multiple stories of successful destinations. Parks in Irvington, NY and
Little Village in Chicago, IL were able to add soil to Brownfields areas to remediate them into
beloved parks (Vivanco, 2014; Worth, 2001). There are also many examples of successful
riverwalk designs such as the 606 trail in Chicago, IL and the proposed cultural trails in
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Framingham, CT (Butt, A., Couture, E., & Degroote, 2015; Kamin, 2015). These spaces are
successful because they are designed to be destination spaces (Zerger, 2015).
In close, Chicopee has multiple plans such as the Open Space Recreational Plan (City of
Chicopee Planning Department, 2015b) and West End Brownfields Area-Wide Plan (The Cecil
Group, Tighe & Bond, FXM Associates, & Williamson Commercial Properties, 2012) that deal
with Brownfields revitalization. By analyzing the overlaps for the Delta Park section in these
plans and gathering successful aspects from outside destinations, Delta Park could become a
successful space. Reviewing amenities and funding opportunities used in other destinations could
provide a backbone for Delta Park. Public outreach is also necessary in order to gain support as
well as to ensure that it will become a popular destination without fear for public health.
PRECEDENTS
To provide greater understanding for the proper use of Delta Park, the Studio Team
visited additional sites. PEACE Planners will use these visits as precedents that inform the
research process. The precendents are Gas House Beach (Marblehead, MA), Oyster Shell Park
(Norwalk, CT) Knowlton Park (Bridgeport, CT), Community Gardens (Northampton, MA), and
Great River Park (East Harford, CT).
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GAS HOUSE BEACH; MARBLEHEAD, MA

Figure 54: Aerial View of National Grid's Park
(Source: Google Earth)

Figure 55: Lawn on National Grid's Park in Marblehead, MA
(Source: MADEP)
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Gas House Beach, in Marblehead, Massachusetts was once a Manufactured Gas Plant
operated by the Massachusetts Electric Company. National Grid Electric Company redeveloped
the property into a park as part of a corporate site investigation and redemption strategy
(MADEP, 2006). The company excavated and disposed of 700 tons of contaminated soil. An
engineered barrier was installed to permanently isolate the remaining contaminant that was too
impractical to remove (MADEP, 2006).
This redeveloped beach park sets a good example for Delta Park since it was deemed a
Brownfields redevelopment success story by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection due to its environmental solutions. The park is located in a historic neighborhood that
is densely developed. Local residents were given a chance to communicate what the Site should
be converted into, which is a good example of public engagement (MADEP, 2006). As a result,
the one-acre waterfront area was designed to incorporate a large lawn, a beach, a boat launch
(MADEP, 2006) (Figure 55). The park has been transformed from a health risk to a
neighborhood gem.
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OYSTER SHELL PARK; NORWALK, CT

Figure 56: Oyster Shell Park Site Plan
(Source: BSCGroup.com)
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Figure 57: Trails in Oyster Shell Park in Norwalk, CT

Oyster Shell Park is a model for Delta Park in how it addressed a formerly unappealing,
severed location from the downtown. Oyster Shell Park was a landfill that was redeveloped into
a twenty-five-acre park with passive recreation amenities such as a large lawn, shell-shaped
plaza, river walk, and boat launch (BSC Group, 2006) (Figure 56). This park was chosen because
it is severed from the rest of the city by a highway and it is a waterfront property close to the
downtown area. The park’s development was made possible by a master plan crafted by the BSC
group, a partnership for constructing a portion of the park worth 1.4 million dollars with
LaRossa, LLC (Rivard, 2010). The redevelopment was funded by federal grants and funds from
the Department of Environmental Protection and Department of Community Development
(Rivard, 2010).
Oyster Shell park is an example of a once contaminated area that can became a successful
destination through creative new landscapes and amenities (BSC Group, 2006) (Figure 57).
Instead of remediating the land, Norwalk paid roughly $5-million to cap to the contamination
and top it with soil (City of Bridgeport, 2014). Though the area is inaccessible due to the I-95
and the harbor, a wide bridge was built to provide public access, which is similar to the solution
proposed by the Conway School’s Plan for Delta Park.
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KNOWLTON PARK; BRIDGEPORT, CT

Figure 58: Knowlton Park Site Plan
(Source: bgreenbridgeport.org)
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Figure 59: Chess tables in Knowlton Park in Bridgeport, CT
(Source: bethanyhughes.foliohd.com)

Bridgeport, CT is a city known for its park system (n=46) and has appropriately been
nicknamed the Park City. Through a Waterfront Recapture Initiative, Bridgeport is looking to
expand its green space (City of Bridgeport, 2013). One of the parks to open under this initiative
is Knowlton Park on the Pequonnock River. The space was once home to one of many historic
abandoned industrial buildings. The land was donated to the City of Bridgeport by owners of the
former Acme Shear Co. (Daily Voice, 2015).
Knowlton Park is located in a predominantly low-income area and a short bike ride away
from the downtown. Its opening improves the quality of life for these residents through
remediation of Brownfields areas. This introducing green space and access to the water, which
the City of Chicopee would like to do for its residents by improving Delta Park (City of
Bridgeport, 2013) (Figure 58). Passive recreation amenities include chairs and tables that double
as chess tables, a boardwalk, and basketball courts (Daily Voice, 2015) (Figure 59). The space
was designed to reduce runoff into the river by channeling rainwater back into the ground.
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COMMUNITY GARDENS; NORTHAMPTON, MA

Figure 60: Aerial View of Northampton Community Park in Northampton, MA
(Source: Google Earth)

Figure 61: Land used as dog park and trails at the Community Park in Northampton, MA
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The Northampton Community Gardens are located on a 282-acre parcel (Contrada,
2015). Part of the acreage was owned by Northampton State Hospital and is currently protected
by an Agricultural Preservation Restriction (Figure 60). It is a permanent easement managed by
the Massachusetts Department of Agriculture (Mangiarati, 2015). Although the land is restricted
for agricultural use, the gardens has a mixture of pedestrian uses and no built recreation
amenities. The wooded area with carved trails has increased in popularity throughout the years
(Figure 61). The land is utilized by bicyclists, runners, cross-country skiers, picnickers, and disc
golfers.
Although this area is an agricultural space, Northampton’s popular dog park destination
provides a model because Northampton residents have created a de-facto dog park (Contrada,
2015). PEACE Planners visited this site in order to analyze how the dog park is utilized.
Chicopee residents have expressed interested in a communal space to walk their dogs, and
creating such an amenity in Delta Park and would solve a goal from the Open Space and
Recreation Plan (City of Chicopee Planning Department, 2015b). Lastly, the Conway design
allocates space on the Delta Park property for a dog park.
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GREAT RIVER PARK; EAST HARTFORD, CT

Figure 62: Aerial View of Great River Park
(Source: Google Earth)

Figure 63: 350-Seat amphitheater at Great River Park in East Hartford, CT
(Source: shadleyassociates.com)
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Great River Park stretches along the Connecticut River with two bridges acting as the
endpoints (Figure 62). The area doubles as a river walk, as paved paths line the waterfront area
making it suitable for walkers as well as bicyclists. The park has many amenities including boat
launch and an amphitheater that hosts popular summer concerts (Riverfront Recapture, 2015)
(Figure 63). The park was revitalized by Riverfront Recapture, a private, non-profit organization,
that strives to connect the urban residents to the river (Riverfront Recapture, 2015)
At Great River Park, the Studio Team examined an example on how to successfully
connect residents to properties previously inaccessible to them. Great River Park was once an
overgrown area walled off by flood levees and cut off by I-91. Riverfront Recapture utilized the
bridges that were once considered barriers to the park and created transportation opportunities.
Bulkeley Bridge and Founders Bridge transport individuals to and from Charter Oak Landing
and the Riverfront Plaza in Hartford (Riverfront Recapture, 2015).

DISCUSSION
There are numerous strengths of Delta Park including its location and existing conditions.
It has native wildlife and plants as resources that are aesthetically pleasing, which can
complement development. The Park is in a superior location with the ability to give the public
access to two riverfronts. The close proximity to downtown complements an urban setting with a
space dedicated to the natural environment. The Open Space and Recreation Plan also indicates
that there is public support for passive recreation on this property.
There are also numerous weaknesses of Delta Park. Though the Park is near the
downtown area, it is inaccessible due to the rail line blocking the entrance. This entrance also
makes it difficult for emergency vehicles to access the area. A vast majority of the public is
unaware of the park’s existence since the area has been abandoned. Even if the public was
knowledgeable about the area, people tend to believe that formerly contaminated areas can affect
their health despite remediation. Brownfields remediation is an extensive process and requires
substantial funds.
Delta Park has numerous opportunities. It has the chance to become a natural destination
with activities such as bird watching, fishing, and boating. Since Chicopee’s Open Space and
Recreation Plan recognizes that there is a lack of dog-friendly spaces in the City, a portion of
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Delta Park can accomodate dogs. The adjacent Lyman Mills is being redeveloped into 80 loft
apartments and may increase foot traffic for the park as well as present an opportunity to
collaborate with the City and State in order to create a public-private partnership for parking and
access. There is also an opportunity to connect the Chicopee RiverWalk to Delta Park in order to
increase to access these future amenities. All of these opportunities foster the potential to
improve the quality of life in the West End.
Delta Park also has numerous threats. Its strong waterfront location deters built
development on most of the Site because of the high risk of flooding. Since the park will be
public, there will be no revenue from taxes, and developing the park will rely on grants and
funds. The cost of financing will need to be addressed for future park maintenance. A third threat
to development is the lack of accessibility to large vehicles, busses, and emergency vehicles.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats analysis, while also
considering the research and opinions from public engagement, the Studio Team recommends
the following to the city of Chicopee:
First, the City needs to implement the Conway School Plan’s final design (Figure 64),
titled “An Industrial Legacy.” The proposal addresses the threat of inaccessibility by proposing
three entrances, including a bridge for standard emergency vehicle access, and a connection to
the Connecticut River Walk and Bikeway. The proposal also addresses the threat of flooding by
designing destinations within the park at higher elevations above the flood plain (Figure 65).
Seasonally flooded areas are designed with wetland plants native to the area and paths that are
made to interact with water. Though the Conway School’s Plan did not engage with the public,
data from our Studio Team’s public workshop found that the finals design’s proposal of multiuse paths, picnic pavilion, kids play area, and a dog park meet the needs of those who attended
the workshop (Figure 66).
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Figure 64: Conway Plan's Final Design
(Source: The Conway Plan)
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Figure 65: Delta Park existing conditions
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Figure 66: Delta Park children's playscape and picnic area

155

Second, the City should incorporate sustainable initiatives when developing Delta Park.
The Conway School’s Plan has proposed recommendations for the park such as recycled
materials for constructing paths (Figure 67). Recycled materials could be utilized from past
development and demolition projects in the area (Figure 68). Another sustainable aspect of Delta
Park that the Conway Plan recommends is maintaining a habitat for native plants and animals
throughout development. Sustainable initiatives such as these could potentially open up the
project for more funding opportunities centered on natural or recycled building materials.
Third, the City should investigate funding from the Neighborhood Stabilization Program
and Community Development Block Grants. These federal grants are most common in
community development projects. The Studio Team also recommends looking into publicprivate partnerships to long-term maintenance cover costs. The City of Norwalk, CT is a model
for this type of funding as it had a contract with LaRossa Building Group worth $1.4 million to
construct the park (Koch, 2011).
Fourth, the City should investigate a public-private partnership with the adjacent Lyman
Mills to create parking under I-391. There is currently no space for parking near the Delta Park
entrance, limiting accessibility. The land below the underpass is currently owned by the state.
With permission from the state, Delta Park could share parking with the Lyman Mills.
Fifth, the City should connect Delta Park to the proposed Chicopee RiverWalk. This
recommendation would confront the issue of inaccessibility. RiverMills South and Baskin
Property are both on the proposed Chicopee RiverWalk, so extending a fourth phase to Delta
Park would create a cohesive system. This pedestrian system will bring visitors to the Park. The
combination of the Park and the Chicopee RiverWalk would be an important health benefit for
the community, which is predominantly low-income, by providing access to walking trails for
exercise and green space for relaxation.
Sixth, the City should investigate implement the park’s redevelopments into phases.
Phases would clearly organize what is being built and by when, allowing flexibility in planning
and development. They would also allow more time to find funding for projects. For example, if
the City chooses to implement sustainable aspects in the beginning of development, then this
may provide opportunities for funds in future aspects of the project. Before creating project
phases, stakeholders and preliminary funds would have to be identified.
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Figure 67: Delta Park existing entrance
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Figure 68: Delta Park rendered entrance trails

158

Finally, the City should incorprate more public engagement into this park redevelopment
process. Community involvement with the project is vital in the early stages of project planning.
Engaging the public as often as possible is most important. Since the Park is public, the burden
of maintenance is on the City. Participation may create a positive outlook on the project and get
people involved and could result in the formation of volunteer conservation groups for cleanup
initiatives. It should also ease concerns dealing with Brownfields remediation and public health.
IMPLEMENTATION
In order to ensure that the recommendations reach their maximum potential, the Studio
Team has divided the recommendations into three phases: Phase I at 6-months, Phase II at 1-2
years, and Phase III 3-5 years. Ultimately, the phase completion will depend on funding and
political will.
PHASE I: PRELIMINARY PLANNING (6 MONTHS)


Identify appropriate stakeholders for Delta Park, such as community members
within this neighborhood, citizens interested in bird watching, boaters, dog
walkers, etc.



Identify potential partners, such as Lyman Mills for shared parking.



Begin public engagement with the identified stakeholders. Engage with the public
as soon and as often as possible to get the public involved and invested in the
project.



Identify development steps for the next 5 years.
o The first step would should include preliminary designs and projects with
less strenuous development, including landscape improvements and
creating trails.
o The second step should include implementation of destination areas in the
park.
o The City should begin conceptualizing the third step of development. This
step should include extra amenities recommended in the Conway Plan.



Identify funds for the second phase.
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Design a connection to the Chicopee RiverWalk to increase accessibility to the
park.
PHASE II: BREAKING GROUND (1-2 YEARS)



Implement the first step of development.



Initiate site work such as clearing brush and planting grass.



Design and develop trails by using recycled materials using the Conway School’s
final design recommendations.



Design and implement the connection from the Chicopee RiverWalk to Delta
Park.



Commence construction of a boat launch to begin opening up public access to the
rivers.
PHASE III: DESTINATION SPACES (3-5 YEARS)



Implement the second step of development.



Develop destination areas within the park per the Conway School’s final design.
Destinations for this phase of development include a kid’s play area, picnic area,
dog park, and lookout/fishing spot.



Conceptualize the next steps of development, which may include amenities from
the Conway School’s Plan, such as outdoor classrooms, a welcome center, and a
lookout formation of the wetland boardwalk. The Conway School’s Plan also
proposed additional entrances on Exchange Street and a bridge on the Northwest
area of Delta Park to connect it to Willimansett, which should be part of the third
step of development.
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F INAL C ONCLUSION

Figure 69: Chicopee Falls & Chicopee Center Lynch Map
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Chicopee’s once vibrant, industrially rich character has experienced decline over recent
years. As a result, many Brownfields Sites are negative features in Chicopee’s urban fabric. The
cleanup and redevelopment of the Baskin Property, RiverMills South, and Delta Park can
adaptively reuse many vacant properties in Chicopee. Adaptive Reuse will also improve the
City’s relationship to the Chicopee and Connecticut Rivers, as well as create local destinations of
open space, recreation, and economic activity. While the goals are different for each Site, there is
a connected theme—increasing open space, food access, and public health in Chicopee. This
report discusses multiple methods to complete each project while implementing the connective
theme.

BASKIN PROPERTY
The Baskin Property is identified as a potential location for a restaurant incubator, maker
space, regional food market, and/or permanent farmer’s market facility. The old brick warehouse
provides an opportunity to incorporate these visions. The 4.6-acre space should be utilized for
various uses to stimulate food security in the area. PEACE Planners recommend an incubator
kitchen or brewery, a farmer’s market, and community garden in order to encourage access to
fresh, local food grown in the region.
The Implementation Plan of Baskin Property is divided into phases. The first phase
consists of the formation of a Chicopee Food Policy Council and a Farmer’s Market Committee.
The former is an independent body that would promote public and private food policies and
efforts. PEACE Planners have identified several potential committee members including Food
Service at Chicopee Public Schools, ChicopeeFRESH, 20 Chicopee Community Gardens, Bemis
14F

Farm, 21 and McKinstry Farm. 22 Advisory Committee members should include CISA and PVPC.
15F

16F

The Chicopee Food Policy Council would manage the formation of the farmer’s market space on
the property.
The second phase envisions the beginning of a farmer’s market on the property’s front
lawn. This requires the removal of construction materials and minimal Site work, done by the

20

Chicopee FRESH is an initiative based off the Henry P. Kendall Foundation to provide fresh, local, and healthy food to
Chicopee schools. See http://www.chicopeefresh.com/ and http://www.kendall.org/
21
Bemis Farms Nursey is a local farm with a mission to provide educational, recreational, and social programs to the community.
See http://www.bemisfarmsnursery.com/
22
McKinstry Farm is a local family owned farm in Chicopee. See http://www.farmfresh.org/food/farm.php?farm=1435
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City of Chicopee. Also in the second phase is the feasibility study and planning of a community
garden, as requested by the Chicopee Food Policy Council and the City of Chicopee.
The third phase consists of a feasibility study for a permanent Baskin Property Farmer’s
Market pavilion to determine the costs and benefits of moving the Farmer’s Market to the rear
(West side) of the property for expansion. The last component is the installation of the Baskin
Property Community Garden and retrofitting of the warehouse to start a brewery/restaurant, or
food truck incubator kitchen.

RIVERMILLS SOUTH
RiverMills South is a 28-acre property owned by the City of Chicopee and is currently
under remediation and demolition. Chicopee is exploring the use of the Site as an active
recreational facility. RiverMills South could meet high demand for residents, community
members, and league sport teams throughout the region and create a relationship to the
waterfront due to its close proximity to the Chicopee River.
PEACE Planners are proposing multiple options to present to the City for RiverMills
South. The options contain different scenarios (e.g., ownership, management) including whether
the Site should be developed under public-only, private- only, or a public-private partnership
scenario. The scenarios give the community an opportunity to decide on the option that they feel
best fits with Chicopee’s goals. PEACE Planners recommends the formation of a committee that
is responsible for overseeing the strategic planning process of the development scenarios.
During RiverMills South implementation, the first phase is dedicated to defining the need
through formation of a committee with appropriate stakeholders. These stakeholders will better
ascertain the needs of the community and decide whether the facility will meet a local and/or
regional demand. During the second phase of development, the City will need to estimate its
costs and can do this by breaking the project down into a set of definable tasks. Furthermore, the
City needs to evaluate the use and maintenance of the space over at least ten years to account for
investments and not just immediate costs. In phase three, the City should set limits on the
disbursement of funds and reconcile the costs with the needs by regulating expenditures and
necessitating the scheduling of work.
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DELTA PARK
The Delta Park is a large, vacant property located at the confluence of the Chicopee and
Connecticut Rivers. Chicopee has allocated this space as a passive recreation public park that
serves as a waterfront destination and connects with local and regional multi-use trails. Delta
Park is in the West End neighborhood of Chicopee and suffers from flooding, inaccessibility, and
lack of public knowledge the large property. Informed by the final design in the Conway
School’s Plan, PEACE Planners’ recommendations address these issues by creating an open
passive recreation space in the unused property of Delta Park. The Studio Team was able to
develop supplementary recommendations for the final design through public engagement, further
research, and site visits to relevant successful park destinations.
Addressing the flood risk, the Conway School’s Plan developed detailed flood maps to
determine the best possible use of the property. The plan designed for vegetated areas to act as
buffer zones that mitigate inundation in the event of flooding. Surrounding these vegetated areas,
the plan proposes a passive recreation area with multi-use trails, scenic boardwalks, and
attractive destination spaces; such as a children’s play area and dog park.
The Conway School’s Plan proposes three pedestrian connections, which connect Delta
Park to the proposed Chicopee RiverWalk as an effort to increase non-motorized accessibility
and connectivity. However, to address motorized accessibility and the issue of parking, PEACE
Planners recommends that the City investigate a public-private partnership with the Lyman Mills
property to share parking under I-391. Funding for developing the Site through federal grants
such as the Neighborhood Stabilization Program and the Community Development Block Grant
(CGBG). Implementing the park into phases would allow more time to look for funding
opportunities. It is also vital that the City engage the public as often and early as possible to gain
support from the earliest stages.
PEACE Planners’ Implementation Plan breaks down the development of the Site into
three phases. The first phase consists of identifying potential stakeholders, partnerships, and
funding. In the second phase, PEACE Planners recommend implementing a basic path system
and a boat launch. In the third phase, the City should then development the main destination
spaces and park spaces. Throughout each of these phases, there should be continuous public
engagement and funding research.
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In conclusion, the City of Chicopee desires to pursue a sustainable vision of economic
development and revitalization by creating open space, recreation, and food accessibility
destinations. In this report, PEACE Planner’s recommendations intend to develop that vision by
creating a sustainable, cohesive system between the three separate sites of Baskin Property,
RiverMills South, and Delta Park. The recommendations also include an analysis of successful
precedents that demonstrate vision feasibility and the positive benefits for Chicopee.
(Anyzeski, Chen, Goldstein, Koullias, & Regnier, 2014)
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A PPENDIX A: M ARKET B ASKET S TORE D ATA T ABLE
ID

Name

Store Type

Latitude

Longitude

X (NAD83)

Y (NAD83)

Could be analyzed?

1
2
3
4
5
6

Pinoy Food Mart
First Oriental
Fruit Fair
Tedeschi Foods
Nellies Meat Market
Bernadino Bakery

4
3
4
2
3
3

42.154759
42.154231
42.14811
42.148684
42.146985
42.146589

-72.584738
-72.580084
-72.601822
-72.60925
-72.611458
-72.612196

110352.286
110736.151
108930.925
108317.84
108132.895
108071.326

878828.589
878765.066
878108.227
878179.935
877993.615
877950.429

no
yes
yes
yes
no, closed when we went
no, closed when we went

7

Stop & Shop mem drive

6

42.176305

-72.57825

110918.708

881214.769

yes

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Ocean State mem drive
Big Y mem drive
T Falls Fruit & Vegetables
7 Eleven
Buena Vista Mexican Groceries
Big Y- springfield
Stop & Shop- sprinfield
WalMart- mem. drive
Cumberland Farms mem drive
PriceRite mem drive
Aldi mem drive
Arnolds Meats
Judecraft Specialty Foods
Corner Store- downtown
West Street Shell- Downtown

4
6
4
2
4
6
6
6
1
5
5
3
3
2
1

42.197238
42.175408
42.136481
42.132118
42.132805
42.136607
42.141408
42.173308
42.189384
42.200784
42.171276
42.165768
42.166666
42.148254
42.143571

-72.572105
-72.579415
-72.569002
-72.599689
-72.599998
-72.572323
-72.580048
-72.575151
-72.576608
-72.574993
-72.575545
-72.591145
-72.573447
-72.600025
-72.610847

111455.583
110821.204
111627.27
109084.314
109059.753
111352.918
110721.092
111170.527
111072.693
111222.042
111135.13
109838.453
111302.02
109079.65
108178.456

883533.276
881116.362
876782.151
876329.834
876406.464
876799.591
877340.863
880878.678
882665.662
883930.113
880653.407
880058.039
880139.219
878122.303
877613.789

yes
yes
no
yes
no
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
no
yes
yes

23

Sam's Convenience Store- falls

2

42.154181

-72.580366

110712.776

878759.808

no

24
25

Basic Plus Variety- falls
Baskin Property

2
0

42.154285

-72.574923

111162.736
110172.778

878765.676
878711.478

yes

Key: 1 - Grocery/Gas Combination, 2 - Convenience Store, 3 - Specialty Store, 4 - Small Grocery Store, 5 - Large Grocery Store, 6 - Supermarkets

172

A PPENDIX B: M ARKET B ASKET A NALYSIS R ESULTS
Store Type

Specialty

Specialty

Name

Arnold's Meats

First Oriental Grocery

Convenience
Basic Plus Mini Mart

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$4.59

1.00

$4.59

-

$4.49

-

2% Milk

Gal

$4.59

1.00

$4.59

-

$4.49

-

1% Milk

Gal

$2.59

1.00

$2.59

-

$3.99

-

Nonfat Milk

Gal

-

-

$3.99

-

Apples

lb

-

-

Bananas

lb

-

-

Oranges

pc

-

-

-

Carrots

lb

$1.25

-

-

Tomatoes

lb

Green peppers

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

$1.00

0.33

$3.03

$2.50

2.00

-

-

-

lb

$0.50

0.50

$1.00

-

-

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

$4.29

1.00

$4.29

-

-

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

$3.59

1.00

$3.59

-

-

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

-

-

-

Regular Hot Dog

oz

$0.11

-

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

-

-

-

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

-

-

-

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

-

-

-

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

-

-

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

-

-

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

-

$0.45

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

Beverage Soda

oz

-

-

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

Beverage 100% Juice

oz

$0.04

-

$4.49

59.00

$0.08

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

-

-

$1.79

15.20

$0.12

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

$1.99

16.00

$0.12

-

$2.99

24.00

$0.12

Bread- White Bread

oz

$1.99

16.00

$0.12

-

$1.99

16.00

$0.12

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

-

-

$1.49

2.13

$0.70

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$0.69

$1.49

2.75

$0.54

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

-

-

$4.99

18.00

$0.28

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

-

-

$4.49

112.50

$0.04

Coffee

oz

-

-

$6.49

11.50

$0.56

Peanut Butter

oz

-

-

$4.49

16.00

$0.28

Vegetable Oil

oz

-

$0.33

$5.49

48.00

$0.11

Sugar

lb

$1.25

-

$4.99

4.00

$1.25

Butter

lb

-

-

$5.49

1.00

$5.49

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.90

-

$1.79

1.00

$1.79

Ramen Noodles

pc

$0.49

1.00

$0.49

Potatoes

$5.49

$4.99

$2.00

$4.99

48.00

128.00

7.00

4.00

$0.29

$17.99

$3.99

$16.99

40.00

5.80

52.00

$2.25

16.00

$0.14

-

$3.79

2.00

-

$20.99

20.00

$1.05

lb

$1.99

1.00

$1.99

$1.99

1.00

$1.99

-

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

$1.39

1.00

$1.39

-

-

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

$1.79

1.00

$1.79

-

-

Average Total Value of
All Items

$53.06

$61.95

$77.73
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Store Type

Grocery Store

Grocery Store

Grocery Store

Name

Big Y (Springfield)

Aldi

Price Rite (mem. drive)

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

$2.26

0.50

$4.52

$1.99

0.50

$3.98

2% Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

-

$1.99

0.50

$3.98

1% Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

-

$1.99

0.50

$3.98

Nonfat Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

$4.52

$1.99

0.50

$3.98

Apples

lb

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

-

$1.29

1.00

$1.29

Bananas

lb

$0.59

1.00

$0.59

$0.44

1.00

$0.44

$0.49

1.00

$0.49

Oranges

pc

$1.25

1.00

$1.25

$3.99

3.00

$1.33

$0.59

0.44

$1.34

Carrots

lb

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

$1.19

2.00

$0.60

$0.79

1.00

$0.79

Tomatoes

lb

$2.49

1.00

$2.49

$1.69

1.00

$1.69

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

Green peppers

lb

$1.99

1.00

$1.99

$1.29

0.50

$2.58

$1.29

1.00

$1.29

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

$6.19

1.00

$6.19

$4.59

1.00

$4.59

$4.89

1.00

$4.89

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

$5.14

1.00

$5.14

$3.69

1.00

$3.69

$3.99

1.00

$3.99

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

$5.49

16.00

$0.34

-

Regular Hot Dog

oz

$3.99

16.00

$0.25

-

$3.99

48.00

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

$3.99

11.50

$0.35

$0.30

$1.99

-

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

$3.99

9.00

$0.44

-

$1.99

-

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

$3.99

9.00

$0.44

-

$1.99

-

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

$2.99

6.00

$0.50

-

$1.59

6.00

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

$1.18

1.00

$1.18

-

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

$5.99

144.00

$0.04

-

$4.00

144.00

$0.03

Beverage Soda

oz

$5.99

144.00

$0.04

$4.99

144.00

$0.03

$4.00

144.00

$0.03

Beverage 100% Juice

oz

$3.79

64.00

$0.06

$1.94

64.00

$0.03

$3.29

128.00

$0.03

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

$3.79

64.00

$0.06

$1.29

64.00

$0.02

$3.29

128.00

$0.03

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

$3.99

20.00

$0.20

-

$2.19

16.00

$0.14

Bread- White Bread

oz

$3.99

20.00

$0.20

-

$1.69

16.00

$0.11

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

$3.29

8.00

$0.41

$1.49

6.25

$0.24

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$3.29

8.00

$0.41

$1.49

10.00

$0.15

$2.88

10.25

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

$2.99

12.00

$0.25

$1.69

14.00

$0.12

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

$3.55

12.00

$0.30

$3.99

12.25

$0.33

$2.69

17.00

$0.16

Coffee

oz

$5.49

11.50

$0.48

$2.99

8.00

$0.37

$2.99

11.50

$0.26

Peanut Butter

oz

$3.19

16.00

$0.20

$2.99

8.00

$0.37

$1.99

16.00

$0.12

Vegetable Oil

oz

$4.69

33.80

$0.14

$1.99

34.00

$0.06

$2.49

33.80

$0.07

Sugar

lb

$3.19

4.00

$0.80

$1.89

4.00

$0.47

$1.99

4.00

$0.50

Butter

lb

$5.39

1.00

$5.39

$2.89

1.00

$2.89

$3.49

1.00

$3.49

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

$0.39

1.00

$0.39

$3.78

8.00

$0.47

Ramen Noodles

pc

$3.49

12.00

$0.29

$1.94

12.00

$0.16

$1.99

12.00

$0.17

Potatoes

lb

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

$2.49

5lb

-

$2.99

1.99

$1.50

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

$2.29

1.00

$2.29

-

$2.99

1.00

$2.99

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

-

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

Average Total Value of
All Items

$132.87

$2.26

$2.69

$58.54

0.50

9.00

$0.08

$0.27
-

$0.28
-

$84.55
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Store Type

Convenience

Convenience

Grocery Store

Name

7 eleven (Springfield)

Cumberland Farms

Big Y (mem drive)

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

2% Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

-

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

1% Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.69

0.50

Nonfat Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

Apples

lb

Bananas

lb

Oranges

$5.38

-

-

-

-

$0.69

0.33

$2.09

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

$3.03

$0.69

0.33

$2.09

$0.59

1.00

$0.59

pc

-

$0.69

0.44

$1.57

$1.00

0.44

$2.27

Carrots

lb

-

-

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

Tomatoes

lb

-

-

$2.40

1.00

$2.40

Green peppers

lb

-

-

$1.99

1.00

$1.99

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

-

-

$7.55

1.00

$7.55

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

-

-

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

-

-

Regular Hot Dog

oz

$0.33

-

$3.99

16.00

$0.25

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

-

$0.35

$3.39

9.50

$0.36

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

-

-

$3.49

10.00

$0.35

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

-

$3.29

12.00

$0.27

$3.99

10.00

$0.40

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

-

$2.99

6.00

$0.50

$4.29

9.00

$0.48

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

-

-

$1.69

1.00

$1.69

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

$1.39

16.00

$0.09

-

$5.99

96.00

$0.06

Beverage Soda

oz

$1.39

16.00

$0.09

$1.89

20.00

$0.09

$5.99

96.00

$0.06

Beverage 100% Juice

oz

$2.19

15.20

$0.14

$1.94

12.00

$0.16

$3.79

64.00

$0.06

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

$2.19

15.20

$0.14

$1.99

12.00

$0.17

$2.29

64.00

$0.04

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

-

$1.94

20.00

$0.10

$3.99

20.00

$0.20

Bread- White Bread

oz

-

$1.99

20.00

$0.10

$3.99

20.00

$0.20

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

-

$3.29

6.25

$0.53

$3.29

6.25

$0.53

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$1.00

2.75

$0.36

$4.20

10.50

$0.40

$3.29

8.00

$0.41

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

$4.99

8.90

$0.56

$4.79

9.00

$0.53

$4.19

12.00

$0.35

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

$4.99

12.20

$0.41

$5.49

12.00

$0.46

$4.19

12.00

$0.35

Coffee

oz

$6.19

11.50

$0.54

$4.49

12.00

$0.37

$3.99

12.50

$0.32

Peanut Butter

oz

$3.99

16.00

$0.25

$4.89

16.00

$0.31

$2.59

16.00

$0.16

Vegetable Oil

oz

$2.99

24.00

$0.12

-

$3.65

24.00

$0.15

Sugar

lb

$2.89

2.00

$1.45

$4.79

4.00

$1.20

$4.99

4.00

$1.25

Butter

lb

-

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

$5.39

1.00

$5.39

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.50

1.00

$1.50

$2.79

1.00

$2.79

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

Ramen Noodles

pc

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

$1.19

1.00

$1.19

$2.89

1.00

$2.89

Potatoes

lb

-

-

$4.99

5.00

$1.00

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

-

-

$2.29

1.00

$2.29

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

-

-

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

Average Total Value
of All Items

$1.00

$5.29

$54.94

0.33

16.00

$3.69

$68.08

10.50

-

$120.49
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Store Type

Grocery Sore
Stop & Shop
(Springfield)

Name

Discount Store

Grocery Store
Stop & Shop (mem
drive)

Ocean State

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

2% Milk

Gal

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

-

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

$5.38

-

$2.69

0.50

1% Milk

Gal

$2.69

$5.38

0.50

$5.38

-

$2.69

0.50

Nonfat Milk

Gal

$5.38

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

-

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

Apples
Bananas

lb

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

-

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

lb

$0.49

1.00

$0.49

-

$0.49

1.00

$0.49

Oranges

pc

$1.00

0.44

$2.27

-

$1.00

0.44

$2.27

Carrots

lb

$1.29

1.00

$1.29

-

$1.29

1.00

$1.29

Tomatoes

lb

$2.99

1.00

$2.99

-

$2.99

1.00

$2.99

Green peppers

lb

$1.79

1.00

$1.79

-

$2.00

1.00

$2.00

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

$5.29

1.00

$5.29

-

$5.29

1.00

$5.29

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

-

$3.99

1.00

$3.99

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

$5.99

16.00

$0.37

-

$5.99

16.00

$0.37

Regular Hot Dog

oz

$3.69

16.00

$0.23

-

$3.69

16.00

$0.23

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

$3.99

9.50

$0.42

-

$4.79

19.00

$0.25

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

$3.99

9.00

$0.44

-

$4.79

16.00

$0.30

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

$3.99

9.00

$0.44

-

$4.79

16.00

$0.30

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

$2.99

6.00

$0.50

-

$2.99

6.00

$0.50

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

$1.39

1.00

$1.39

-

$1.39

1.00

$1.39

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

$1.35

20.00

$0.07

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

Beverage Soda

oz

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

$1.35

20.00

$0.07

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

Beverage 100% Juice

oz

$1.69

12.00

$0.14

-

$3.49

60.00

$0.06

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

$1.69

12.00

$0.14

-

$2.99

64.00

$0.05

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

$2.49

20.00

$0.12

-

$3.99

20.00

$0.20

Bread- White Bread

oz

$2.49

20.00

$0.12

-

$2.49

20.00

$0.12

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

n/a

-

-

$3.29

6.25

$0.53

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$4.29

10.50

$0.41

$2.00

10.50

$0.19

$3.29

8.00

$0.41

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

$3.99

12.00

$0.33

$3.29

11.50

$0.29

$3.99

12.00

$0.33

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

$3.49

12.00

$0.29

-

$3.99

12.00

$0.33

Coffee

oz

$4.99

11.50

$0.43

n/a

-

$5.99

11.50

$0.52

Peanut Butter

oz

$2.99

16.00

$0.19

$2.99

16.00

$0.19

$2.49

16.00

$0.16

Vegetable Oil

oz

$2.79

48.00

$0.06

$3.99

33.80

$0.12

$3.49

24.00

$0.15

Sugar

lb

$2.99

4.00

$0.75

$3.99

4.00

$1.00

$4.69

4.00

$1.17

Butter

lb

$3.39

1.00

$3.39

-

$5.39

1.00

$5.39

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

-

$1.49

1.00

$1.49

Ramen Noodles

pc

$2.99

1.00

$2.99

-

$2.99

12.00

$0.25

Potatoes

lb

$4.99

5.00

$1.00

-

$4.99

5.00

$1.00

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

$2.49

1.00

$2.49

-

$2.99

1.00

$2.99

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

$4.19

1.00

$4.19

-

$4.19

1.00

$4.19

Average Total Value
of All Items

$113.13

Price

Count

$18.96

$127.53
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Store Type

General Merchandise

Convenience

Neighborhood Grocery

Name

Walmart

Corner Store

Fruit Fair

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$2.32

0.50

$4.64

$3.99

0.50

$7.98

$2.59

0.50

$5.18

2% Milk

Gal

-

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.59

0.50

$5.18

1% Milk

Gal

-

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.59

0.50

$5.18

Nonfat Milk

Gal

$2.00

0.50

$4.00

-

Apples

lb

$1.47

1.00

$1.47

-

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

Bananas

lb

$0.58

1.00

$0.58

-

$0.69

1.00

$0.69

Oranges

pc

$0.78

0.44

$1.77

-

$3.99

1.00

$3.99

Carrots

lb

$0.94

1.00

$0.94

-

$3.49

5.00

$0.70

Tomatoes

lb

$1.68

1.00

$1.68

-

$1.99

1.00

$1.99

Green peppers

lb

$0.74

0.50

$1.48

-

$1.69

1.00

$1.69

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

$4.92

1.00

$4.92

-

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

$4.12

1.00

$4.12

-

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

-

-

Regular Hot Dog

oz

$2.98

16.00

$0.19

-

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

$2.94

8.00

$0.37

-

$3.29

10.50

$0.31

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

$2.50

9.50

$0.26

-

$3.29

9.63

$0.34

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

$2.50

10.00

$0.25

-

$3.29

9.68

$0.34

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

$2.98

6.00

$0.50

-

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

$0.98

1.00

$0.98

-

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

$3.98

12.00

$0.33

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

$5.99

96.00

$0.06

Beverage Soda

oz

$3.98

12.00

$0.33

$1.79

20.00

$0.09

$1.00

20.00

$0.05

Beverage 100% Juice

oz

$2.50

64.00

$0.04

$3.99

59.00

$0.07

$3.99

59.00

$0.07

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

$1.88

64.00

$0.03

$0.99

11.50

$0.09

$2.99

59.00

$0.05

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

$2.98

20.00

$0.15

$1.99

20.00

$0.10

$2.50

20.00

$0.13

Bread- White Bread

oz

$2.58

20.00

$0.13

$1.99

20.00

$0.10

$2.50

20.00

$0.13

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

$2.98

6.25

$0.48

$1.99

6.25

$0.32

2:$5

10.50

-

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$2.48

8.00

$0.31

-

2:$5

10.50

-

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

$2.98

12.00

$0.25

$3.99

14.00

$0.29

$4.69

12.00

$0.39

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

$2.98

12.00

$0.25

$3.99

12.25

$0.33

$4.99

18.00

$0.28

Coffee

oz

$3.94

11.50

$0.34

$4.99

10.50

$0.48

$8.99

25.40

$0.35

Peanut Butter

oz

$2.58

16.00

$0.16

$4.39

16.30

$0.27

$3.49

16.00

$0.22

Vegetable Oil

oz

$2.48

48.00

$0.05

$2.99

48.00

$0.06

$3.99

48.00

$0.08

Sugar

lb

$3.54

4.00

$0.89

$4.49

4.00

$1.12

$3.99

4.00

$1.00

Butter

lb

$3.74

1.00

$3.74

n/a

-

$3.49

1.00

$3.49

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.28

1.00

$1.28

$1.59

1.00

$1.59

$1.79

1.00

$1.79

Ramen Noodles

pc

$2.27

12.00

$0.19

$0.89

1.00

$0.89

3:$1

1.00

-

Potatoes

lb

$2.97

5.00

$0.59

-

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

-

-

$5.41

1.00

$5.41

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

$3.45

-

$4.99

1.00

$4.99

Average Total Value
of All Items

$3.45

$90.00

1.00

$51.82

-

-

-

$106.24
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Store Type

Convenience

Convenience

Name

Tedeschi's

Shell

Unit

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Price

Count

Unit
Price

Whole Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.69

0.50

$5.38

2% Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

1% Milk

Gal

$2.99

0.50

$5.98

$2.69

0.50

Nonfat Milk

Gal

-

Apples

lb

-

$0.69

0.33

Bananas

lb

-

-

Oranges

pc

-

-

Carrots

lb

-

-

Tomatoes

lb

-

-

Green peppers

lb

-

-

90% Lean Ground Beef

lb

-

-

80% Regular Ground Beef

lb

-

-

Healthy 98% fat free Hot Dog

oz

-

-

Regular Hot Dog

oz

-

Frozen Dinner- Lasagna

oz

-

Frozen Dinner Roast Turkey

oz

-

Frozen Dinner Meatloaf

oz

Baked Goods- Bagel

pc

Baked Goods Regular Muffin

pc

$1.69

1.00

Beverage- Diet Soda

oz

$1.79

Beverage Soda

oz

Beverage 100% Juice

$5.38
$2.09

$3.69

10.50

-

$3.29

12.00

$0.27

-

$2.99

6.00

$0.50

$1.69

$1.39

1.00

$1.39

16.00

$0.11

$1.89

20.00

$0.09

$1.79

16.00

$0.11

$1.89

20.00

$0.09

oz

$2.19

15.20

$0.14

$1.94

12.00

$0.16

Beverage Regular Juice

oz

$2.19

15.20

$0.14

$1.99

12.00

$0.17

Bread- Whole wheat Bread

oz

$2.50

20.00

$0.13

$1.94

20.00

$0.10

Bread- White Bread

oz

$2.50

20.00

$0.13

$1.99

20.00

$0.10

Chips- Low fat <3g fat

oz

-

$3.29

6.25

$0.53

Chips- Regular >3g fat

oz

$1.00

2.75

$0.36

$4.20

10.50

$0.40

Cereal- <7g sugar

oz

$4.99

8.90

$0.56

$4.79

9.00

$0.53

Cereal- Regular >7g Sugar

oz

$4.99

12.00

$0.42

$5.49

12.00

$0.46

Coffee

oz

$5.99

11.50

$0.52

$4.49

12.00

$0.37

Peanut Butter

oz

$3.99

16.00

$0.25

$4.89

16.00

$0.31

Vegetable Oil

oz

$2.99

24.00

$0.12

Sugar

lb

$4.49

4.00

$1.12

$4.89

4.00

Butter

lb

Macaroni and Cheese

pc

$1.50

1.00

$1.50

$2.79

1.00

$2.79

Ramen Noodles

pc

$0.99

1.00

$0.99

$1.19

1.00

$1.19

Potatoes

lb

-

-

Chicken Breast Bone-In

lb

-

-

Chicken Breast Boneless

lb

-

-

Average Total Value
of All Items

-

-

-

$54.55

$0.35

$1.22
-

$65.09

178

A PPENDIX C: D OT M AP 1
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A PPENDIX D: D OT M AP 2
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A PPENDIX E: D OT M AP 3
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A PPENDIX F: S PRINGFIELD F OOD P OLICY C OUNCIL
B YLAWS
Due to copyright permissions, please contact the Springfield Food Policy Council for a
copy of their bylaws: http://www.springfieldfoodpolicycouncil.org/
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